Appendix S Responses to Comments on

the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS

This appendix contains the comments received on the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed Mid County Parkway (MCP) Project and the
responses to those comments as follows.
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Appendix S Responses to Comments

S.1 Introduction

The Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Mid County Parkway (MCP)
project was circulated for public review from January 25, 2013, to April 10, 2013.
The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was distributed to the agencies
listed in Chapter 7, Distribution List, starting on page 7-1 in the Final EIR/EIS.
Chapter 7 also lists organizations, interested parties, and members of the general
public who received the Notice of Availability for the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.

Comments received during the public circulation period included letters, emails,
comments received through the Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) project website, and written comment cards and oral comments from the
public hearing. Copies of all the written comments and the verbal comments provided
to the court reporter at the February 20, 2013, public hearing are included in this
appendix.

Refer to Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, in the Final EIR/EIS for additional
discussion of the public review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS.

S.2 February 20, 2013, Public Hearing

A public hearing was held on February 20, 2013, to allow the public an opportunity to
provide oral and written comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS and the proposed project. Responses to comments received during that public
hearing are provided in this appendix. Refer also to Chapter 5, Comments and
Coordination, in the Final EIR/EIS for discussion of the February 20, 2013, public
hearing.

S.3 Format of Responses to Comments

All the written comments received during, or shortly after the close of, the public

review period and verbal comments provided to the court reporter at the February 20,
2013, public hearing are included in this appendix. Substantive environmental issues
raised within each comment letter are numbered along the right-hand margin of each
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Appendix S Responses to Comments

letter or comment in the transcript. The responses to comments in each comment
letter are referenced by the index numbers in the margins of the letters.

The format of the responses to comments is based on a unique letter and number code
for each comment. The number at the end of the code refers to a specific comment
within the individual letter. Therefore, each individual comment has a unique code
assignment. For example, S-1-1 is the first substantive comment in letter S-1. “S”
represents a comment letter from a state agency, “1” refers to the first letter from a
state agency, and the second “1” refers to the first substantive comment in that letter.
The alphabetic codes used in this appendix are:

“F” for federal agencies;

o “S” for state agencies;

o “R” for regional, county, and city agencies;

e “TG” for Tribal Governments;

o “SDU” for special districts and utilities;

o “IP” for interested parties;

o “P” for comments from the general public;

o “T” comments provided to the court reporter at the February 20, 2013, public
hearing (transcript); and

o “C” for comment cards received during the February 20, 2013, public hearing.

S.4 Index of Comments Received

Table S.4.1 lists the agencies, organizations, and persons who commented on the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS during, or shortly after the close of,
the public comment period. The individual comment letters and comment cards are
listed within each category (agencies, interested parties, etc.) by the date they were
received. The comment letters are provided in this appendix followed by responses to
the substantive comments in each comment letter.

Table S.4.1 Summary of Comments Received On the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS During, or Shortly After the Close of, the Public Circulation Period on April 10, 2013

N%Jer;tggr Agency/Commenter Name
Federal Agencies
F-1 Federal Emergency Management Agency
F-2 United States Department of the Interior, Department of the Secretary
F-3 United States Environmental Protection Agency
F-4 United States Army Corps of Engineers
F-5 United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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Appendix S Responses to Comments

Table S.4.1 Summary of Comments Received On the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS During, or Shortly After the Close of, the Public Circulation Period on April 10, 2013

Letter
Number

Agency/Commenter Name

State Agencies

S-1 Department of Toxic Substances Control
S-2 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
S-3 California Transportation Commission
S-4 Department of Water Resources
S-5 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
S-6 California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Regional, County, and City Agencies
R-1 City of Perris
R-2 City of San Jacinto
R-3 City of Riverside
R-4 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
R-5 County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency, Transportation

Department

Tribal Governments

TG-1 | Pechanga Cultural Resources, Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Special Districts and Utilities
SDU-1 Eastern Municipal Water District
SDU-2 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
SDU-3 Regional Conservation Authority
SDU-4 South Coast Air Quality Management District

Interested Parties

IP-1 Endangered Habitats League

IP-2 Sierra Club and Center for Biological Diversity

IP-3 Friends of the San Jacinto Valley

1P-4 Inland Empire Waterkeeper

IP-5 Edward J. Goeppinger, Perris Business Park, LLC, and Redir, LLC

IP-6 Center for Biological Diversity, San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, and the Sierra

Club

IP-7 Optimus Building Corporation

IP-8 Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley

IP-9 California Native Plant Society, Riverside/San Bernardino County Chapter
Members of the General Public

P-1 Tecla Long

P-2 Warren G. Webb

P-3 Cliff Jones

P-4 Stephany Border

P-5 Bill Larkin

P-6 Clinton E. Stoutenburgh

P-7 Linden Gray

P-8 Glenda Love

P-9 Sharon Myers-Durbin

P-10 Favian, Francisco, and Eva Lopez

P-11 Robert S. Hewitt

P-12 Arleen Hertig

P-13 Samir Patel

P-14 Martin and Sonia Franco

P-15 Jim and Jo Pettus

Mid County P
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Appendix S Responses to Comments

Table S.4.1 Summary of Comments Received On the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS During, or Shortly After the Close of, the Public Circulation Period on April 10, 2013

Letter

Number Agency/Commenter Name

P-16 Samir Patel

P-17 | Jolly Shah

P-18 Omar Montti

P-19 Victor and Lindsay Ropac

P-20 Neal De Witt

P-21 Patricia Mayne

P-22 Sam (no last name)
P-23 Sam (no last name)
P-24 Madeline Schleimer
P-25 Brian (no last name)
P-26 Brian (no last name)

P-27 Richard Schmidt

P-28 Jay Jones

P-29 David Smith

P-30 Mel Wagstaff

P-31 Lisa McCollough

P-32 Daniel Charles Thomas

P-33 Lynn Peterson

P-34 Elaine Utterback

P-35 Nathan Westphal

P-36 Lee Dessing

P-37 Trip Hord

P-38 Joyce Schwartz

P-39 Andrea Paris

P-40 Jeffery Thompson

P-41 Multiple Commenters

Transcript from the February 20, 2013, Public Hearing

T-1 Lindsay Ropac

T-2 Victor Ropac

T-3 Judi Hileman

T-4 Susan Rakes

Comment Cards

CC-1 Bill Bryant

CC-2 Pam Stull

CC-3 Dan Mudrovich

CC-4 Aurelia Varela

CC-5 Thomas Prill

CC-6 Crystal Yanez

CC-7 Asher Hartel

CC-8 Evita Rodriguez

CC-9 David Clayton

CC-10 Megan Kornacker

CC-11 Kevin Cozad

CC-12 Beverly Castleton

CC-13 Sean Motlagh

CC-14 Rudy Lopez

CC-15 Reverend James Hall

CC-16 Sharitin Bartel
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Table S.4.1 Summary of Comments Received On the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS During, or Shortly After the Close of, the Public Circulation Period on April 10, 2013

Letter

Number Agency/Commenter Name

CC-17 Dale Bartel

CC-18 Randy Wastal

CC-19 Michelle Holmes

CC-20 Roger Duerr

CC-21 Jacqueline Wastal

CC-22 Art Marino

CC-23 Barry Mulcock

CC-24 Frank Zaloivar

CC-25 Vicki Merrimon

CC-26 | Cathy Remily

CC-27 Melinda Larkin

CC-28 Carla Adame

CC-29 Daniel Toledo

CC-30 Chris Cozad

CC-31 Shailesh Shah

CC-32 Daroy Kulnzi

CC-33 Rick Hoffman

CC-34 Tom Paulek

CC-35 No name given

CC-36 Tom Paulek

CC-37 Susan Nash

CC-38 Angelo Leon

CC-39 Omar Montti

CC-40 James Larkin

CC-41 Matt and Laura Minor

CC-42 Daniel L. Straub, M.D.

CC-43 Nancy Urtado

CC-44 Heidi Bartel

CC-45 Roger Bartel

CC-46 Kristin Bartel

CcC-47 Steve Sanford

CC-48 Mark Bartel

CC-49 Martin Ramirez

CC-50 Daniel Goodrich

CC-51 Joseph Gurard

CC-52 | Terry White, SR.

CC-53 Peter Edwards
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S.5 Master Responses

Where multiple comments raise the same or similar issue or concern, a Master
Response was prepared to address the specific issue comprehensively. The responses
to those types of individual comments refer the reader to one or more of the Master
Responses provided in this section.

The Master Responses are provided in the following subsections:

« S.5.1: Master Response Related to the Western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (page S-6)

o S.5.2: Master Response Related to the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (page S-39)

o S.5.3: Master Response Related to the San Jacinto River Bridge (page S-44)

S.5.1 Master Response Related to the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
A number of comments were received regarding the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (Western Riverside County MSHCP),
and RCTC’s responsibilities and commitments for complying with, and mitigating
project effects to plant and animal species covered by, the Western Riverside County
MSHCP. This Master Response provides information on the history and requirements
of the Western Riverside County MSHCP and RCTC’s activities and commitments
regarding compliance with the requirements of the Western Riverside County
MSHCP for the MCP project. The Western Riverside County MSHCP is the Natural
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) for the western part of Riverside County.

S.5.1.1 History of the Western Riverside County MSHCP

Section 1.2, Background, starting on page 1-1 in the Final EIR/EIS describes the
history of the proposed MCP project and its relationship to the Western Riverside
County MSHCP. As discussed in that section, the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore
(HCLE) Corridor studies conducted for the Community and Environmental
Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) initiated by RCTC in 1999 identified
the need for a west-east intracounty corridor (which was eventually named the MCP
project). The HCLE Corridor studies were conducted as part of the Riverside County
Integrated Project (RCIP), a multi-year planning effort to address planning,
environmental, and transportation issues in Riverside County. The RCIP included
three components: (1) a new General Plan for Riverside County, adopted on

October 7, 2003; (2) an MSHCP for western Riverside County, adopted June 17,
2003; and (3) the CETAP transportation corridors (including the MCP project), which
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also included a north-south intracounty transportation corridor and two intercounty

transportation corridors.

The Western Riverside County MSHCP provides a comprehensive, habitat-based
approach to the protection of covered species by focusing on conservation and
management of lands essential for their long-term conservation. As a regional plan,
the Western Riverside County MSHCP serves to provide mitigation for cumulative
impacts to covered species and their habitats. The Western Riverside County MSHCP
allows Permittees to obtain “take” of plant and animal species covered in the Western
Riverside County MSHCP. Regulation of “take” of threatened, endangered, and rare
species is authorized by the wildlife agencies (the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service [USFWS] and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) who
allow “take authorization” for otherwise lawful actions (e.g., public and private
projects) in exchange for the assembly and management of a coordinated reserve
(also referred to as a Conservation Area). Project consistency with the Western
Riverside County MSHCP ensures that cumulative and indirect impacts to the
Western Riverside County MSHCP covered species, their habitats, and other
biological resources are effectively mitigated. (Cumulative direct and indirect impacts
within the entire Western Riverside County MSHCP Plan area are discussed in
Section 4.3 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP and in Section 5.1.1, Biological
Resources in the Cumulative Impacts Section, in the Western Riverside County
MSHCP Final EIR/EIS.)

The MCP project is identified as a Covered Activity in the Western Riverside County
MSHCP as one of the CETAP Corridors. Covered Activities are public and private
development uses, and other activities allowed inside and outside Criteria Areas,
within Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) Land, and inside the Conservation Area as detailed
in Section 7.0, Covered Activities/Allowable Uses, in the Western Riverside County
MSHCP. Covered activities are more specifically defined in the Implementing
Agreement as certain activities carried out or conducted by Permittees, Participating
Special Entities, Third Parties Granted Take Authorization, and others within the Plan
Area, and described in Section 7.0 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP, that
will receive Take Authorization under the Section 10(a) Permit and the Natural
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) Permit, provided these activities are
otherwise lawful.

Formal Section 7 consultation with the USFWS was required for the MCP project.
The Section 7 consultation process addressed effects to least Bell’s vireo (LBV), San
Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR), California gnatcatcher (CAGN), Stephens’
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kangaroo rat (SKR), San Jacinto Valley crownscale, and spreading navarretia.
Adverse effects will occur to critical habitat for spreading navarretia and SBKR. The
MCP project “may affect, likely to adversely affect” LBV, SBKR, CAGN, SKR, San
Jacinto Valley crownscale, and spreading navarretia. The USFWS has indicated in the
permit issued for the Western Riverside County MSHCP that, in such cases, no
restrictions will be imposed on the project for listed species beyond those specified in
the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The Biological Opinion issued by the
USFWS pursuant to the Section 7 consultation is provided in Appendix W of this
Final EIR/EIS.

The Western Riverside County MSHCP planning analysis included evaluation of
planned roads with respect to conservation of biological resources and in the context
of the Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area. The MCP project is
part of the east-west CETAP Corridor (HCLE Corridor) that was evaluated in the
Western Riverside County MSHCP planning. Impacts resulting from this CETAP
Corridor to the Criteria Area and PQP Lands were taken into account during the
preparation of the Western Riverside County MSHCP. Sections 7.2.2 and 7.3.5 in the
Western Riverside County MSCHP provide guidelines for planned roads to ensure
those roads are consistent with the Western Riverside County MSHCP conservation
objectives. As described later in this Master Response, the MCP project is consistent
with the Covered Activities/Planned Roads in Sections 7.2.2 and 7.2.5 in the Western
Riverside County MSHCP and is, therefore, considered a Covered Activity not
subject to additional land conservation requirements.

The Implementing Agreement is an agreement among state, regional, local, and
resources agencies to ensure implementation of the Western Riverside County
MSHCP. That agreement includes assurances to Permittees under the agreement that
with respect to Covered Species Adequately Conserved, compliance with the terms of
the Western Riverside County MSHCP, the Permits, and the Implementing
Agreement constitutes compliance with the provisions of the Federal Endangered
Species Act, the California Endangered Species Act, and the NCCP Act. Permittees
including RCTC have the responsibility to implement and adhere to the provisions of
the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement.
Specifically, RCTC is a signatory to the Implementing Agreement and, under that
Agreement, is the Permittee for the proposed MCP project and is responsible for the
compliance of that project with the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

Implementation of the Western Riverside County MSHCP is overseen, administered,

and enforced by the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority
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(RCA). The CDFW and USFWS (the Wildlife Agencies) and RCA staff jointly
review proposed projects that are within the Criteria Area and those projects outside
the Criteria Area that affect Narrow Endemic Plant Species, species associated with
riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools, and species requiring additional surveys

needs and procedures to ensure consistency with the Western Riverside County
MSHCP.

S.5.1.2 Riverside County Transportation Commission Participation in,
and Requirements to Comply with, the Western Riverside
County MSHCP
As discussed in the subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” on page
3.17-27 in the Final EIR/EIS, RCTC is a Permittee to the Western Riverside County
MSHCP and is the lead agency on Western Riverside County MSHCP compliance for
the MCP project. As a Permittee, RCTC has the responsibility to implement and
adhere to the provisions of the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the
Implementing Agreement. The obligations of RCTC under the Western Riverside
County MSHCP as outlined in Section 13.7 of the Implementing Agreement require
RCTC to:

o Adopt and maintain ordinances or resolutions to implement the Permits, Western
Riverside County MSHCP, and Implementing Agreement for its Covered
Activities. On September 3, 2003, RCTC’s Board acted on the Western Riverside
County MSHCP Implementing Agreement, which committed RCTC to
implementing the requirements of the Permits, the Western Riverside County
MSHCP, and the Implementing Agreement.

o Contribute $153 million to the RCA toward acquisition of Conservation Land. In
2005 and 2012, RCA and RCTC executed agreements to commit RCTC payments
of $153 million. As of September 1, 2013, RCTC has paid $132 million of that
$153 million commitment to the RCA.

o Comply with the policies in Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4,6.3.2,7.5.1,7.5.2, and
7.5.3, and Appendix C in the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

The MCP project is a covered activity under the Western Riverside County MSHCP.
As a component of the HCLE Corridor, the potential impacts of covered activities on
species protected under the Western Riverside County MSHCP were analyzed in the
Western Riverside County MSHCP EIR/EIS (approved June 17, 2003). The Western
Riverside County MSHCP is functioning as intended and provides adequate
mitigation for direct and cumulative biological impacts to covered species and their
habitats within the Plan Area. RCTC’s compliance with the Western Riverside
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County MSHCP provisions described above, including the preparation of the project
level impact analysis and identification of specific mitigation for the MCP project in
the Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014,
Consistency Determination) provided in Appendix T in this Final EIR/EIS, and the
Implementing Agreement provide adequate mitigation for Western Riverside County
MSHCEP species impacted by the MCP project. Therefore, the impacts of the MCP
project on these species are adequately addressed by demonstrating consistency of the
project with the Western Riverside County MSHCP as documented in the

Consistency Determination.

S.5.1.3 Overview of the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Consistency Determination for the MCP Project
Permittees must demonstrate that their proposed actions are consistent with the
Western Riverside County MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement. The Western
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Consistency
Determination for the preferred alternative (Alternative 9 Modified with the San
Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation [SJRB DV]) for the MCP project is
summarized in this section and is provided in Appendix T in this Final EIR/EIS.
Appendix T contains the Consistency Determination, the RCA Joint Project Review
(JPR), DBESP Addendum, and the concurrence from the Wildlife Agencies for the
MCP project.

The process to evaluate a project’s compliance with the Western Riverside County
MSHCP requires:

o Preparation of a Consistency Determination including preparation of
Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESPs)
Analyses for affected species

o JPR process

The Western Riverside County MSHCP consistency process was required only for
the preferred alternative for the MCP project. When the Draft EIR/EIS and the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for the MCP project were prepared
and distributed for review, no preferred alternative had been identified. The process to
evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the MCP project,
described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on page 2-98 in
the Final EIR/EIS, was conducted after the circulation of the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5, Alternative 9 Modified with
the SJRB DV was identified as the preferred alternative. RCTC prepared the
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Consistency Determination including the DBESPs and conducted the JPR process for
the preferred MCP alternative prior to the completion of this Final EIR/EIS.

The Consistency Determination provided in Appendix T describes how the preferred
alternative for the MCP project complies with the following requirements of the

Western Riverside County MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement:

o The policies for the Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine
Areas and Vernal Pools in Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP
(Section 4.1 in the Consistency Determination and discussed briefly in Section
S.5.1.4 in this Master Response)

« The policies for the Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species (NEPSSA) in
Section 6.1.3 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.2 in the
Consistency Determination and discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.5 in this Master
Response)

o The policies for Protection of Criteria Area Species Survey Area (CASSA) Plants
in Section 6.3.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.3 in the
Consistency Determination and discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.6 in this Master
Response)

o Additional Survey Needs and Procedures in Section 6.3.2 in the Western
Riverside County MSHCP (Sections 4.4 [SBKR], 4.5 [Los Angeles pocket mouse
(LAPM)]), and 4.6 [burrowing owl (BUOW)] in the Consistency Determination
and discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.6 in this Master Response)

o The Urban-Wildlands Interface Guidelines in Section 6.1.4 in the Western
Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.7 in the Consistency Determination and
discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.7 in this Master Response)

« The siting and design criteria set forth in Sections 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 in the Western
Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.8 in the Consistency Determination and
discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.8 in this Master Response)

o Compliance with the best management practices (BMPs) set forth in Section 7.5.3
and Appendix C in the Western Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.9 in the
Consistency Determination and discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.9 in this Master
Response)

Disclosure of compliance with these Western Riverside County MSHCP policies was
provided in subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” starting on page
3.17-27 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The project

compliance with these requirements for the preferred alternative are described briefly
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in the following sections and are discussed in detail in the Consistency Determination
in Appendix T. The completion of the JPR is also discussed briefly in this section.

DBESPs are required to demonstrate adequate conservation for species per Sections
6.1.2, 6.1.3, and 6.3.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The DBESPs for
Alternative 9 Modified with the SJRB DV, the preferred alternative for the MCP
project, described in the following sections, expanded on the framework provided in
the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, including refinements to the
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures provided in Sections 3.17 through
3.20 in the Final EIR/EIS. During the preparation of the DBESPs and the Final
EIR/EIS, RCTC continued to coordinate with the USFWS and the CDFW regarding
the DBESPs for riparian/riverine resources, and plant (smooth tarplant and Coulter’s
goldfields) and animal (SBKR, LAPM, and BUOW) species.

DBESPs require discussions of avoidance, which were conducted as part of the
DBESP analyses included in the Consistency Determination. Avoidance alternatives
for transportation projects are often limited by the need for a facility to span a specific
geographic location to connect points of access. The preferred alternative for the
MCP project follows part of the existing Ramona Expressway, which meets one of
the primary goals of Section 7.5.1 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP, that
new roads should follow existing roads to limit additional and new impacts. Figure 2
(Proposed Project and MSHCP Areas) in the Western Riverside County MSHCP
shows that Criteria Areas are identified across western Riverside County, and as a
result, it would be impossible to align an east-west road in western Riverside County
that would avoid all Criteria Areas. The MCP project was aligned to minimize the
number of Criteria Areas impacted, by aligning it along an existing road and
immediately south of the Lake Perris State Recreation Area and the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area. The alignment was also refined to avoid Public/Quasi-Public Lands in
the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. Figure 2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP
shows the alignment of a CETAP corridor along the alignment of the MCP and the
Western Riverside County MSHCP Criteria Cells crossed by and in the immediate
vicinity of that corridor alignment.

The DBESP process included review by the RCTC, the RCA, and the wildlife
agencies (USFWS and CDFW). The 14-day period for the review of the JPR and the
60-day review period of the DBESPs by the Wildlife Agencies are requirements of
the Western Riverside County MSHCP and are not public review processes under the
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National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

Measure TE-1, starting on page 3.21-19 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS, indicated RCTC was committed to preparing the DBESPs prior to
certification of the Final EIR/EIS. The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS included additional information on how the effects of the MCP project, including
effects on resources covered by the Western Riverside County MSHCP, would be
offset in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. However, specific
DBESP findings were not made in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS because, as noted earlier, a preferred alternative had not been identified at that
time. DBESPs must be prepared based on the foreseeable impacts of a discrete and
specific project (i.e., the preferred alternative), and DBESPs must be analyzed within
discrete review timelines required by the Western Riverside County MSHCP. This
provides for the review of a specific proposed project (i.e., the preferred alternative)
so that the discrete project impacts can be weighed against the proposed mitigation in
order to determine biological equivalency.

Measure TE-1 described how the DBESPs for spreading navarretia, LBV, and SBKR
would be implemented by indicating that off-site preservation would be sought or
restoration/enhancement of existing populations would be provided. The information
provided in Measure TE-1 was adequate for the public to understand the framework
regarding how the project impacts to those species would be mitigated. The specific
locations where the mitigation would occur were not identified until after the
preferred alternative was identified and are provided in the DBESPs as described in
the following sections. The DBESPs in the Consistency Determination in Appendix T
identify measures that will be biologically (e.g., functionally) equivalent or that will
have superior preservation to the existing conditions for the affected biological

resources.

S.5.1.4 Compliance with Policies for the Protection of Species

Associated with Riparian, Riverine, Fairy Shrimp, and Vernal

Pools in Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP describes the process for
protection of riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools in the MSHCP plan area to
ensure that the biological functions and values of riparian/riverine areas and vernal
pools including habitat values for animal and plant species inside the MSHCP
Conservation Area are maintained.
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The total permanent and temporary impacts to riparian and riverine areas by the
preferred alternative would be 41.59 acres (4.99 acres of riparian vegetation, 29.39
acres of riverine areas associated with the alkali communities within the San Jacinto
River floodplain, and 7.22 acres of unvegetated riverine impacts) as shown on Figure
7 in the Consistency Determination. Of the 41.59 acres of total impacts, 35.54 acres
would be permanent impacts to riparian and riverine resources and 6.05 acres would
be temporary impacts as shown on Figure 8 in the Consistency Determination.
Figures 9 through 13 in the Consistency Determination show the specific areas of
permanent and temporary impacts to riparian and riverine features. Table S.5.1.1
summarizes the permanent and temporary impacts to riparian and riverine habitats

within and outside the San Jacinto River floodplain.

Table S.5.1.1 Total Permanent and Temporary Impacts of the Preferred Alternative to
Riparian and Riverine Areas

Permanent Impacts' (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Permanent Grading and Total Impacts' Impacts'
Shade Other Roadway Permanent (acres) (acres)
Improvements
Riparian Vegetation®
Outside SJR floodplain 1.27 0.96 2.24 2.20 4.44
Within SJR floodplain 0.48 0.00 0.48 0.07 0.54
Riparian Vegetation Subtotal 1.75 0.96 271 2.27 4.99
Riparian Vegetation®
Outside SJR floodplain 1.41 4.25 5.67 1.55 7.22
Within SJR ﬂoodplain4 6.36 20.80 27.16 2.23 29.39
Riverine Vegetation Subtotal 7.77 25.06 32.83 3.78 36.61
Total Riparian and Riverine 9.53 26.02 35.54 6.05 41.59

Source: Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Determination (2014) provided in Appendix T of the Final EIR/EIS.
SJR = San Jacinto River

' Totals may not appear to sum correctly due to rounding.

Riparian vegetation consists of marsh, riparian forest and riparian scrub throughout the entire footprint.

Riverine vegetation consists of all remaining land cover categories (cropland, dairy, developed/ruderal, lake/pond,
Riversidean upland sage scrub, non-native grassland and alkali grassland) within non-riparian CDFW jurisdictional
areas.

In addition to the above vegetation types, all cropland and alkali grassland within the SJR 100-year floodplain at
Lakeview are included in riverine areas within the SJR floodplain. Acreage totals differ from Table 1 in the Western
Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Determination in some cases (e.g., not all alkali grassland is riverine; only
alkaline grassland within the SJR floodplain is considered riverine).

2
3

Table S.5.1.2 summarizes the impacts of the preferred alternative on riparian and

riverine habitats by vegetation community.
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Table S.5.1.2 Riparian and Riverine Impacts of the Preferred Alternative by Vegetation Community

Permanent Impacts’ (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Vegetation Permanent Grading and Total Impacts' Impacts'
Shade Other Roadway Permanent (acres) (acres)
Improvements

Cropland 0.41 12.07 12.49 0.15 12.64
Dairy 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03
Lake/pond 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.48 0.55
Developed/ruderal 1.16 2.72 3.87 0.99 4.86
Riversidean upland sage scrub 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.00 0.28
Non-native grassland 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.39
Alkali grassland 6.13 9.57 15.70 2.16 17.86
Marsh 0.17 0.00 0.17 0.03 0.20
Riparian forest 1.14 0.29 1.43 1.80 3.24
Riparian scrub 0.44 0.67 1.11 0.44 1.55
Total 9.53 26.02 35.54 6.05 41.59

Source: Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Determination (2014) provided in Appendix T in the Final
EIR/EIS.

SJR = San Jacinto River

' Totals may not appear to sum correctly due to rounding.

2 Bold: Vegetation types that are considered Riparian. All other vegetation non-bolded is considered Riverine.

Impacts to the Functions and Values of Riparian Features

As shown in Table S.5.1.1, the preferred alternative for the MCP project would
impact 4.99 acres of riparian resources. The majority of the impacts to the riparian
vegetation would occur at the San Jacinto River crossing at Sanderson Avenue and at
the connection with the SR-79 project in the City of San Jacinto. There are also small
areas of vegetation at the bridge crossings of the San Jacinto River in the Lakeview
area that would be impacted by the MCP. The riparian areas impacted by the
preferred alternative for the MCP project are shown in detail on Figures 7 through 13
in the Consistency Determination. The Consistency Determination provides detailed
discussion of the following functions and values for the San Jacinto River floodplain
riparian communities as outlined in Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County
MSHCP: Hydrologic Regime, Flood Storage and Flood Flow Modification, Sediment
Trapping and Transport, Nutrient Retention and Transformation, Toxicant Trapping,
Public Use, Wildlife Habitat, and Aquatic Habitat.

Impacts to the Functions and Values of Riverine Features

As shown in Table S.5.1.1, the preferred alternative for the MCP project would
impact two types of riverine resources: alkali communities along the San Jacinto
River floodplain in Lakeview (30.46 acres) and unvegetated ephemeral drainages
(7.39 acres). These areas include alkali grassland and cropland within the 100-year
floodplain for the San Jacinto River. The ephemeral drainages are mostly drainages

that funnel water across Ramona Expressway and other roads and connections that
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the preferred alternative for the MCP project will impact. These drainages funnel
water across the road and the majority of these features are not located within the
Criteria Area. Therefore, most of them do not contribute water to downstream

resources that support species in the Conservation Area of the MSHCP.

The Consistency Determination provides a detailed discussion of these San Jacinto
River floodplain alkali communities and the ephemeral riverine habitats as outlined in
Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP including the Hydrologic
Regime, Flood Storage and Flood Flow Modification, Sediment Trapping and
Transport, Nutrient Retention and Transformation, Toxicant Trapping, Public Use,
Wildlife Habitat, and Aquatic Habitat and characteristics for these riverine features.
Riverine and riparian areas are shown on Figures 7 through 13 in the Consistency

Determination.

DBESP for Riparian/Riverine Impacts

Of the 29.39 acres of non-riparian alkali communities in the San Jacinto River
impacted by the preferred alternative, 27.16 acres would be permanent and 2.23 acres
would be temporary. Given the sensitivity of the soils in this habitat type, the
permanent and temporary impacts will be mitigated together using an off-site
mitigation site. The 7.22 acres of permanent and temporary impacts to the ephemeral
unvegetated drainages include drainages that mainly convey water from one location
to another that would be impacted by the project. As a result, their replacement with
better-functioning drainages off site, as well as restoration of temporarily impacted
areas, will be the mitigation plan for these resources.

Table S.5.1.3 summarizes the proposed mitigation acreages for the impacts of the
preferred alternative for the MCP on riparian and riverine resources per the Western
Riverside County MSHCP. Given the length of time between the Western Riverside
County MSHCP consistency determination process and the initiation of project
construction, no land has been acquired to date for the mitigation for these impacts of
the preferred alternative. Several areas have undergone preliminary evaluation and
will be the focus of mitigation implementation. The areas envisioned for off-site
riparian/riverine (drainages) mitigation are shown on Figures 15a (Riparian and
Riverine [unvegetated] Potential Mitigation Sites) and 15b (Riverine/Alkali
Communities Potential Mitigation Areas) in the Consistency Determination. Based on
windshield surveys conducted during the preparation of the MCP MSHCP
Consistency Determination, tributaries to the San Jacinto River that currently appear
to support riparian vegetation that could also support LBV will be the focus of
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Table S.5.1.3 Summary of Riparian and Riverine Mitigation Acreages and Mitigation Types

Permanent Impacts (acres)

Permanent
Shade

Permanent
Grading and
Other
Roadway
Improvements

Permanent
Total

Temporary
Impacts
(acres)

Total
Impacts
(acres)

Proposed
Mitigation
(acres)

Mitigation
Ratio

Type of Mitigation
Proposed

Riparian
habitat

1.75

0.96

2.71

227

4.99

11.00*

Off-site
preservation and
establishment,
reestablishment,
and/or
enhancement On-
site restoration for
temporary impacts
toreach

atotal of 11 acres
of riparian habitat

Least Bell’s
vireo habitat

1.28

0.38

1.66

2.00

3.66

11.00*

3:1

Same off-site
mitigation can be
used for riparian as
long as the acreage
is all suitable or
occupied by LBV;
otherwise a total of
an additional
11acres for LBV
will be acquired.

Alkali
riverine
areas

6.36

20.80

27.16

2.23

29.39

9.54
Shade
624
Grading
2.23 Temp
Total: 74.17

1.5:1
Shade
3:1
Grading
1:1 Temp

Off=site
preservation
and/or
restoration/
enhancement

Riverine
Unvegetated
drainages

1.41

4.25

5.67

7.22

11.00

Off-site
preservation,
restoration and/or
enhancement.
Different from
riparian mitigation.

Source: Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Determination (2014) provided in Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS.

* The same acreage will be used for riparian and least Bell’s vireo impacts.

mitigation for the impacts of the preferred alternative on riparian and riverine

resources and LBV as shown on Figures 15a and 15b in the MSHCP Consistency

Determination. Mitigation for the riverine alkali impacts will focus on the vernal pool

complex area in Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 or the San Jacinto River floodplain

(Figures 17a and 15, sheet 2, in the Consistency Determination) because those areas

have similar soils and known sensitive plant locations.

The impacts of the preferred alternative to riparian and riverine areas will be offset

through a combination of off-site preservation augmented with establishment/

reestablishment and/or enhancement, as needed. The Consistency Determination
provides detailed guidelines for activities related to the establishment,
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reestablishment, and enhancement of resources. The Consistency Determination also

describes specific mitigation measures that will be implemented at the future riparian
mitigation sites, including grading design, weed removal, erosion controls and BMPs,
specific plant palettes, appropriate plant installation and seed application methods,

irrigation system installation, maintenance, and monitoring and reporting.

With the above provisions incorporated, the preferred alternative for the MCP project
will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of riparian and riverine

resources, thereby mitigating the project impacts to riparian and riverine resources.

Riparian Birds (Least Bell's Vireo, Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, and
Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo)

Based on surveys conducted in 2005, no LBV or southwestern willow flycatcher
(SWWF) were identified along the 16-mile (mi) alignment of the preferred alternative
within habitat suitable for those species. The Western Riverside County RCA
provided data from 2008 for a pair of LBV in the San Jacinto River, west of
Sanderson Avenue found for another project; that location is shown on Figure 14 in
the Consistency Determination. No SWWF were observed in the project study area
and no impacts to breeding habitat would result from implementation of the preferred
alternative for the MCP project. Focused surveys for western yellow-billed cuckoo
were not conducted because there was no suitable habitat for this species in the
project study area.

Of the approximately 4.98 acres of riparian habitat that will be impacted by the
preferred alternative, 3.66 acres (1.75 acres from permanent shading, 0.96 permanent
grading/improvements impacts, and 2.27 acres temporary impacts) are habitat
suitable for LBV as shown on Table S.5.1.3. That habitat is located at the San Jacinto
River and Sanderson Road as shown on Figure 14 in the Consistency Determination.
Based on the 2008 sighting of a pair of LBV in the vicinity of the San Jacinto River
Bridge and Sanderson Road, even though MCP surveys were negative for LBV in this
area, the preferred alternative assumes that all 3.66 acres are occupied LBV habitat.
All this suitable habitat has long-term conservation value for LBV. Impacted riparian
habitat is subject to mitigation pursuant to the DBESP as discussed earlier in this
section. Mitigation for the impacts to riparian habitat described in that DBESP will
benefit the LBV as well.
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Vernal Pools and Fairy Shrimp

Per Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, vernal pools include seasonal wetlands (having
indicators of hydric soil, hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland hydrology) in natural
depressions or in artificial depressions created to provide wetland habitat. None of the
wetland areas along the MCP project alignment met the definition of a Western
Riverside County MSHCP vernal pool. One feature adjacent to Ramona Expressway
east of the San Jacinto River Channel in Lakeview was evaluated as a vernal pool
because it supported over 100,000 individual spreading navarretia plants (shown on
Figure 16 in the Consistency Determination), which are frequently associated with
vernal pools. This depression lacked wetland soils and appears to be a result of a
borrow pit for the construction of a roadbed or levee at the feature’s southern edge, as
well as for the construction of the Ramona Expressway, which is on its northern edge.
Although this feature fails to meet the definition of a vernal pool based on its artificial
origin, impacts to this feature will be mitigated through project mitigation for effects
to spreading navarretia and alkali communities.

No listed fairy shrimp were identified during the surveys conducted in 2006, 2007,
2010, and 2011.

S.5.1.5 Compliance with the Policies for the Protection of Narrow
Endemic Plant Species in Section 6.1.3 in the Western
Riverside County MSHCP

The DBESP for spreading navarretia is provided in Section 4.2, Section 6.1.3

Compliance — Narrow Endemic Plant Species, in the Consistency Determination and

is described briefly below. As shown on Figure 16 in the Consistency Determination,

the preferred alternative will impact a total of 1.09 acres of spreading navarretia
within the San Jacinto River floodplain all of which would have long-term
conservation value for this plant. The 1.09 acres includes 0.03 acre of permanent

impacts, 0.82 acre of permanent shade impacts, and 0.24 acre of temporary impacts.

Because individual plants will be impacted, as well as some habitat, the preferred
alternative proposes to provide replacement land that contains suitable habitat for
spreading navarretia. For the 1.09 acres of impacts to this plant species, the MCP
project will provide 3.3 acres of replacement land with suitable or occupied habitat
for spreading navarretia. RCTC will focus its mitigation efforts for the spreading
navarretia in two locations: the Hemet Vernal Pool complex shown on Figure 17a and
the San Jacinto River floodplain shown on Figure 17b in the Consistency

Determination. Both locations are known to support spreading navarretia. The
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Consistency Determination provides detailed discussion of the physical site
characteristics necessary to support this species and specific site selection criteria for

evaluation of potential mitigation sites.

The following activities, which are discussed in detail in the Consistency
Determination, would be necessary to implement the mitigation for the spreading

navarretia:

o Selection of the mitigation site/sites using specific selection criteria

o Development of a site-specific restoration and/or enhancement program to
support the implementation of the mitigation for the spreading navarretia

» Development of a site-specific maintenance program implemented for a period of
5 years

o Development and implementation of a monitoring program to assess the success
of the program and support decisions for maintenance and modifications of the
site to facilitate a successful result

As noted in the Consistency Determination, implementation of the provisions
described above will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of the
NEPSSA resource (spreading navarretia) impacted by the preferred alternative for the
MCP project.

S.5.1.6 Compliance with the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures
in Section 6.3.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP
DBESP for CASSA Plant Species
The DBESP for the CASSA plant species is provided in Section 4.3, Section 6.3.2
Compliance, in the Consistency Determination. As shown on Figure 16 in the
Consistency Determination, three CASSA plant species were identified within the
project footprint: San Jacinto Valley crownscale, smooth tarplant, and Coulter’s
goldfields. The impacts of the MCP project on these three CASSA plant species are
summarized in Table S.5.1.4. The majority of the impacts of the preferred alternative
on these CASSA species are in the San Jacinto River floodplain in Lakeview in areas
identified with long-term conservation value. A few smooth tarplant populations in
developed/disturbed habitat near the Perris Valley Storm Drain in an area not
identified for long-term conservation value would also be impacted by the preferred
alternative but are not included in the acreages provided in Table S.5.1.4.
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Table S.5.1.4 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative on CASSA Plants and Habitats Suitable for
Long-Term Conservation

Permanent Impacts Permanent Temporar Total
. (Grading and Other Shade b y
CASSA Plant Species - Impacts Impacts
Associated Roadway Impacts
(acres) (acres)
Improvements) (acres) (acres)
Smooth tarplant 2.65 0.06 0.01 2.72
Coulter’s goldfields 1.74 0.29 0.22 2.25
San Jacinto Valley 0.26 0.10 0.03 0.36
crownscale

Source: Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of Biologically
Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014) provided in Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS.

Note: No parts of these effects overlap effects of the State Route 79 Realignment Project. The acreage of smooth
tarplant does not include the isolated smooth tarplant populations near the Perris Valley Storm Drain or the
scattered individuals and small populations near Princess Ann Road, which are not identified for long-term
conservation value.

CASSA = Criteria Area Species Survey Area

MSHCP = Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

Because individual plants will be impacted, as well as some of their habitats, the
proposed mitigation will provide a total of 6 acres of replacement land that contains
occupied habitat for these three CASSA species and 12 acres of enhancement within
the 74 acres of the alkali floodplain acquisition, resulting in the following ratios:

o 16.5:1 ratio for the 0.36 acre of impacts to San Jacinto Valley crownscale
o 2.6:1 ratio for the 2.25 acres of impacts to Coulter’s goldfields

o 2:1 ratio for the 2.72 acres of impacts to smooth tarplant

RCTC will focus its mitigation efforts for these three CASSA species in the same two
locations described earlier for the spreading navarretia and shown on Figures 17a and
17b, respectively, in the Consistency Determination: the Hemet Vernal Pool complex
and the San Jacinto River floodplain. Both locations are known to support these
CASSA species. The Consistency Determination provides detailed discussion of the
physical site characteristics necessary to support these CASSA species and specific

site selection criteria for evaluation of potential mitigation lands.

The following activities, which are discussed in detail in the Consistency
Determination, would be necessary to implement the mitigation for smooth tarplant,
San Jacinto Valley crownscale, and Coulter’s goldfields:

« Selection of the mitigation site/sites using specific selection criteria
o Development of a site-specific restoration and/or enhancement program to
support the implementation of the mitigation for these plant species
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» Development of a site-specific maintenance program implemented for a period of
5 years

o Development and implementation of a monitoring program to assess the success
of the program and support decisions for maintenance and modifications of the

site to facilitate a successful result

As noted in the Consistency Determination, implementation of the provisions
described above will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of these
CASSA resources (smooth tarplant, San Jacinto Valley crownscale, and Coulter’s
goldfields) impacted by the preferred alternative for the MCP project.

DBESP for the San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat

The DBESP for SBKR is provided in Section 4.4, San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat, in
the Consistency Determination. Of a total of 36.23 acres of suitable habitat for SBKR
identified in the biological study area (BSA), the MCP project would impact
approximately 1.29 acres of SBKR-occupied habitat suitable for long-term
conservation within the Western Riverside County MSHCP Survey Area. Of that
1.29 acres, 0.83 acre would be permanent impacts and 0.46 acre would be temporary
impacts as shown on Figure 18 in the Consistency Determination. The habitat
impacted by the preferred alternative for the MCP project serves as habitat for
burrows, foraging, and refugia. To provide equivalent or superior mitigation for the
1.29 acres of project impacts, RCTC will acquire and conserve 4 acres of off-site
mitigation lands which represents a 3.1:1 ratio. Given the length of time between
when the MCP project would be approved and the project construction would begin,
specific properties to be used for the off-site mitigation have not yet been identified.
However, specific criteria for considering possible sites for that mitigation are
provided in the Consistency Determination. Based on those criteria, RCTC has
identified several areas where suitable land for SBKR mitigation is available and
could be acquired in the future; those general areas are shown on Figure 19 in the
Consistency Determination. However, RCTC will use the following criteria when
finding the 4 acres needed for San Bernardino kangaroo rat mitigation:

o Lands shall be located within the San Bernardino kangaroo rat survey area or
otherwise approved by the Wildlife Agencies.

o Lands shall contain highly suitable soils and vegetation for San Bernardino
kangaroo rat.

o Lands shall be adjacent to or near PQP Lands or existing Conservation Lands
known to support San Bernardino kangaroo rat.
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Following the above criteria, RCTC has identified several areas where San
Bernardino kangaroo rat mitigation lands could be acquired in the future. Figure 19 in
the Consistency Determination depicts the general areas that have been identified
with the above criteria that would provide similar or better habitat and connectivity
than what is being impacted by the project. These areas have been identified to give
RCTC the flexibility to acquire the most advantageous mitigation parcel but were
selected based on knowledge of previous San Bernardino kangaroo rat observances in
the past. If RCTC is unable to reach agreement with any property owner in the areas
identified on Figure 19, or is unable to acquire the full 4 acres needed, then RCTC
shall consult with the RCA and the wildlife agencies on additional areas or properties
to be acquired and provide an amended DBESP documenting those additional areas,
using the same criteria described above. Any mitigation lands acquired for the
project’s MSHCP compliance shall be conveyed to the RCA. Final mitigation site
selection and an updated DBESP shall be submitted to the RCA and Wildlife
Agencies prior to acquisition of the mitigation property.

As noted in the Consistency Determination, implementation of the provisions
described above will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of
SBKR habitat impacted by the MCP project.

DBESP for the Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

The DBESP for the LAPM is provided in Section 4.5, Los Angeles Pocket Mouse, in
the Consistency Determination. During the project planning, RCTC made an ongoing
effort to reduce project impacts including impacts to the LAPM. To describe
minimization efforts to LAPM conducted after the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the following text was added to the second paragraph
in Section 3.20.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, on

page 3.20-10 in the Final EIR/EIS:

“Since the release of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS, as part of the preparation of Geometric Approval Drawings,
RCTC continued to refine details of engineering and looked for
opportunities to further reduce impacts. As a result of those activities,
RCTC was able to reduce impacts to both LAPM and SBKR occupied/
suitable habitat. By doing so, the acres of impacts to areas considered

riparian habitats were also reduced.

Specifically, as part of the Build Alternatives evaluated in the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, RCTC was proposing

cut and fill within the right of way. Based on the current refinements,
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RCTC is proposing to provide retaining walls in certain areas to
reduce the amount of grading and potential impacts in certain areas as
shown in Table 3.20.B. By proposing walls instead of cut slopes, the
acreages of habitat disturbance for the Build Alternatives were reduced
compared to the 44 acres of impacts reported in the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.”

The locations of the retaining walls described above are shown on Figure 2.5.A in
Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, in the Final EIR/EIS.

Based on those refinements, the preferred alternative for the MCP project would
impact 20.85 acres of LAPM-occupied habitat suitable for long-term conservation
within the Western Riverside County MSHCP Survey Area. Of that, 20.16 acres
would be permanent impacts and 0.69 acre would be temporary impacts.

The habitat impacted by the preferred alternative for the MCP project not only serves
as habitat for burrows, but also serves as foraging and refugia for LAPM. To mitigate
for the 20.85 acres of impacts and to provide equivalent or superior mitigation, RCTC
will acquire and conserve 42 acres (representing a 2:1 ratio) of off-site mitigation
lands. Given the length of time between when the MCP project would be approved
and the project construction would begin, specific properties to be used for the oftf-
site mitigation have not yet been identified. However, the following specific criteria
for considering possible sites for that mitigation, provided in the Consistency

Determination, are:

o Lands shall be located within the LAPM survey area.

o Lands shall contain highly suitable soils and vegetation for the LAPM.

o Lands shall be adjacent to or near PQP Lands or existing Conservation Lands
known to support LAPM.

Based on those criteria, RCTC has identified several areas where suitable land for
LAPM mitigation is available and could be acquired in the future; those general areas

are shown on Figure 19 in the Consistency Determination.

To further minimize impacts to the LAPM during construction, RCTC will conduct
exclusionary trapping in the construction areas depicted on Figure 20 (Sheets 1 and 2)
in the Consistency Determination and will relocate any trapped animals to outside the
impact areas.

As noted in the Consistency Determination, implementation of the provisions
described above will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of
LAPM, thereby mitigating the impacts of the preferred alternative on LAPM.
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DBESP for the Burrowing Owl
The DBESP for BUOW is provided in Section 4.6, Burrowing Owl, in the

Consistency Determination.

The focused BUOW survey effort for the MCP project found that one individual
burrowing owl and its associated foraging habitat (3.1 acres) would be directly
impacted by the project construction. The location of that owl and habitat are shown
on Figure 21 in the Consistency Determination. Given the length of time between
when that owl was observed and the initiation of the project construction, that owl
may or may not be in the same location at the start of project construction.

Because the 3.1 acres do not meet the 35 acres of suitable habitat and three or more
pairs threshold from Western Riverside County MSHCP Burrowing Owl Species
Objective 5, the requirement to conserve 90 percent of the area with long-term
conservation value for the BUOW on site is not triggered. A more appropriate
provision from Species Objective 5 is to conduct passive or active relocation prior to
and during construction. However, as mentioned, given the length of time until the
project construction would actually disturb BUOW and its habitat, and given the
transitory nature of BUOW and their tendency to colonize areas that may not have
been colonized before, there is a probability that BUOW could be located elsewhere
within the footprint for the preferred alternative in the future. To address this, RCTC
will conduct preconstruction surveys at least 120 days prior to any project-related
ground disturbance to identify any owls that may have colonized suitable habitat
areas within the disturbance limits for the preferred alternative. Any owls found in
those surveys would be relocated to outside the disturbance limits. Passive relocation
is the preferred relocation method; active relocation will be used when passive
relocation is not successful in relocating BUOW to outside the project disturbance

limits.

The DBESP for the BUOW was prepared to ensure replacement of lost functions and
values of BUOW habitat resulting from unavoidable project impacts. All impacts
within the project right of way footprint are permanent impacts to BUOW and its
habitat. Direct impacts to BUOW include 3.1 acres of permanent impacts to foraging
and burrow habitat occupied by one BUOW. Indirect impacts to BUOW and and/or
suitable habitat may result from edge effects such as future development, plant and
animal infestations, fire, litter, unauthorized recreational use, and an increase in light

and glare associated with vehicles and daytime and nighttime construction activities.
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The direct and indirect effects to BUOW and its habitat will be avoided and/or
minimized based on the incorporation of the following measures into the project
design and/or implementation procedures based on the Burrowing Owl Relocation
Plan that will be implemented for the preferred alternative as described in detail in
Section 4.6.1.1, Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan, the MSHCP Consistency
Determination:

o Focused surveys for BUOW will be conducted in the known location east of the
Perris Valley Drain prior to construction to confirm whether the site is still
occupied.

o Preconstruction BUOW surveys will be conducted within 120 days prior to
ground disturbance to avoid take of BUOW and occupied burrowing owl nests.

o Preconstruction surveys will follow accepted MSHCP survey protocols.

o Take of active BUOW nests will be avoided.

o IfBUOW are identified during the preconstruction surveys and cannot be
avoided, a BUOW relocation/translocation plan will be prepared based on the
measures outlined below for submittal to the wildlife agencies for approval 60-90
days prior to ground-disturbing activities.

« Indirect impacts of exotic plant and animal infestations, litter, fire, and increased
light and glare will be minimized by regular roadside maintenance by County of
Riverside or Caltrans (depending on whether the facility is accepted into the State
Highway System) to remove litter and weeds from the right-of-way, and by
incorporating shielded lighting near environmentally sensitive areas.

The MSHCP Consistency Determination describes the components of the Burrowing
Owl Relocation Plan, which address relocation of BUOW if found during the
preconstruction surveys, as follows:

» Passive and, if needed, active relocation of BUOW by a qualified avian biologist.

» Passive relocation activities to exclude BUOW from burrows and to provide
artificial burrows elsewhere; BUOW will be passively evicted only during the
non-breeding season (September 1 to January 31).

o Active relocation to capture BUOW from original burrows that would be
destroyed by construction activity, take them to a new site well removed from the
original site, and release them into a new burrow; BUOW will be captured and
moved during the non-breeding season or early in the breeding season but just
prior to egg-laying (i.e., late January or early February).

o Capture and banding of BUOW for identification and monitoring.
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o BUOW will be captured at least 1 week prior to passive or active relocation
activities.

« Passive and active relocation sites will be selected and finalized in consultation
with the RCA and the Wildlife Agencies.

« Passive and active relocation of owls to the identified relocation sites.

e Monitoring will be conducted prior to, during, and after passive or active
relocation efforts.

o Habitat and artificial nest burrow management activities will be conducted at least
once annually to maintain conditions that support BUOW.

o Data collection and reporting to the RCA and the Wildlife Agencies regarding the
results of presence/absence surveys, nest/burrow locations, locations to which the
BUOW were moved, capture and banding data, date and time passively relocated
owls were excluded from original burrows or actively relocated owls were
released into field enclosures, date field enclosures were removed, nest burrow
monitoring visits, burrow habitat characteristics, reproductive success information
from nest visits, artificial nest burrow installation and maintenance activities and
outcomes, habitat management activities and outcomes, and results of burrow

inspections using the infrared video scope.

The Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan will be refined during final design based on the
information and activities described in the MSHCP Consistency Determination. The
provisions and requirements in the Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan will be
implemented prior to and during the project construction. Therefore, with the above
provisions incorporated, the preferred alternative for the MCP project will provide
biologically equivalent or superior preservation of the BUOW, thereby mitigating the
impacts of the MCP project.

S.5.1.7 Compliance with the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines in
Section 6.1.4 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP
The MCP project compliance with the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines in
Section 6.1.4 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP is discussed in Section 4.7,
Section 6.1.4 Compliance — Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines” in the
Consistency Determination. The project compliance with those Guidelines is also
discussed in the subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” starting on
page 3.17-36 in Section 3.17.3, Permanent Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS and is
referenced in Mitigation Measure NC-5, on page 3.17-64 in the Final EIR/EIS.

The potential for indirect light and noise effects on the threatened and endangered

species and their habitats is discussed in the subsection titled “Indirect Effects (All
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Threatened and Endangered Species)” starting on page 3.21-16 in the Final EIR/EIS.
As discussed in detail in the subsection titled “Compliance with the Western
Riverside County MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines” starting on 3.17-36
in the Final EIR/EIS, the indirect effects of the MCP Build Alternatives on threatened
and endangered species and their habitats will be avoided or substantially reduced
based on compliance with guidelines discussed in detail in Section 4.7, Section 6.1.4
Compliance — Urban/Wildlands Interactive Guidelines, in the Consistency
Determination. Those guidelines for edge effects that would be incorporated in the
preferred alternative are summarized below from the Consistency Determination and
Section 3.21 in the Final EIR/EIS:

« Drainage/Water Quality: Measures to control the quantity and quality of runoff
from the site entering the Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area
including BMPs such as biofiltration swales and infiltration basins will be
incorporated in the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative will comply
with all applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
requirements.

« Water Quality: Measures to ensure that the application of chemicals such as
fertilizer does not result in discharges to the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Conservation Area. The preferred alternative will include BMPs to reduce/remove
contaminants prior to discharge into the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Conservation Area.

« Light: To minimize light effects in the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Conservation Area, safety lighting will be provided along the MCP project only in
existing developed areas and at interchanges. No lighting is proposed along the
MCP facility near Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Areas.

« Noise: Construction activities would not occur within 300 ft of the Western
Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area during nesting season (February 15
through September 15) to minimize the effects of construction noise on raptors
and nesting avian species. The Wildlife Crossing No. 10 entrance will be designed
to minimize noise effects to the adjacent Western Riverside County MSHCP
Conservation Area. The placement of berms between the wildlife crossing
entrances or solid walls rather than fencing to funnel wildlife into that crossing
will be considered to attenuate noise effects to the Western Riverside County
MSHCP Conservation Area.

« Invasive Species: The invasive, non-native plant species listed in Table 6-2 in the
Western Riverside County MSHCP will be considered in developing and
approving the project landscape plans to avoid the use of invasive species for the
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parts of the project adjacent to the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Conservation Area. Regular roadside maintenance will be conducted to remove
litter and weeds from the right of way.

« Fencing: Permanent fencing will be installed along the right of way limits for the
entire length of the MCP facility to minimize unauthorized public access,
domestic animal predation, illegal trespass, and dumping in the Western Riverside
County MSHCP Conservation Areas. In the areas of Proposed Constrained
Linkage 20 and the San Jacinto River Bridge at Proposed Extension of Existing
Core 4, the MCP project will incorporate fencing that does not impede wildlife
access to the crossings and bridge, while also directing wildlife away from the
road. The MCP project will include fencing and barriers installed on both
openings of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 and the adjacent smaller dry crossing to
encourage animals to use the crossings and prevent access to the MCP road.
Figure 23 in the Consistency Determination depicts the positions of the fencing in
relation to MCP facilities and crossing access. The MCP project will also
incorporate a row of long boulders within the edge of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 to
act as cover for smaller animals to use should they choose to use that crossing
instead of the small dry culvert. Jump outs and one-way gates will also be
installed along the segment of the road in the vicinity of Wildlife Crossing No. 10
to allow wildlife to get off the road should they somehow gain access to that area.
Figures 23a and 23b in the Consistency Determination provide a conceptual
design for the fencing plan at the dry culvert designed for wildlife crossing.

« Grading: Manufactured slopes associated with the MCP project will not extend
into the Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area.

Measure NC-5, Conservation Areas, in Section 3.17.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation Measures, on page 3.17-65 in the Final EIR/EIS was expanded to be more
specific as to how the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines will be implemented

during construction of the MCP as follows (changes shown in italics):

“NC-5 Conservation Areas. During final design, the RCTC Project Engineer
and the Contract Biologist will coordinate to identify existing and
proposed conservation areas within the project footprint and in the
immediately surrounding areas and will designate those areas on the
project specifications. The Contract Biologist will provide the RCTC
Resident Engineer with the applicable guidelines from the Western
Riverside County MSHCP, including the Urban/Wildlands Interface
Guidelines from Section 6.1.4 of the Western Riverside County
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S.5.1.8

MSHCP and compliance with these guidelines as identified in Section
3.17.3 of the Final EIR/EIS, for incorporation in the project
specifications.

To reduce impacts where the project interfaces with existing or
proposed conservation areas as shown on the project specifications,
the RCTC Resident Engineer will require the construction contractor
to comply with the applicable guidelines from the Western Riverside
County MSHCP, including the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines
from Section 6.1.4 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP, as
included in the project specifications.

During final design, the RCTC Project Engineer and Project Biologist
will ensure the design for the wildlife crossing entrance at Wildlife
Crossing No. 10 will minimize noise effects to the adjacent MSHCP
Conservation Area and ensure that noise effects do not exceed
residential noise standards.”

Compliance with the Siting and Design Criteria in Sections
7.5.1 and 7.5.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP

The compliance of the preferred alternative with Sections 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 in the
Western Riverside County MSHCP is discussed in Section 4.8, Sections 7.5.1 and
7.5.2 Compliance, in the Consistency Determination. Wildlife corridors, habitat

fragmentation, and compliance with Sections 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 in the Western Riverside
County MSHCP are also addressed in the Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.17.2.3, Wildlife
Corridors/Habitat Fragmentation, (on page 3.17-16), and the subsection titled
“Wildlife Corridors/Habitat Fragmentation™ (starting on page 3.17-24).

Compliance with Section 7.5.1
Table S.5.1.5 briefly summarizes the compliance of the preferred alternative for the

MCP project with Section 7.5.1, Guidelines for the Siting and Design of Planned
Roads within Criteria Area and Public/Quasi-Public Lands, in the Western Riverside
County MSHCP.

Compliance with Section 7.5.2
Section 7.5.2, Guidelines for Construction of Wildlife Crossings, in the Western

Riverside County MSHCP contains guidelines that should be applied to roads. Those

guidelines “...constitute a basic framework for wildlife crossing recommendations

and are to be applied where there is either known wildlife movement, and/or in
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Table S.5.1.5 MCP Project Compliance with Section 7.5.1 in the Western Riverside County
MSHCP

Guideline from Section 7.5.1 of the Western
Riverside County MSHCP

How the Preferred Alternative for the MCP
Project Complies with the Cited Guideline

Planned roads will be located in the least
environmentally sensitive location feasible.

The MCP project is located in the least
environmentally sensitive location and does
follow an existing road alignment.

Planned roads will avoid, to the greatest extent
feasible, impacts to Covered Species and wetlands.

The MCP project follows existing roads the
entire length and has been designed to avoid
Covered Species and wetlands. For example, at
the Sanderson Road crossing over the San
Jacinto River, the MCP project has been
redesigned to include retaining walls to pull
back from impacting riparian scrub and LAPM
and SBKR habitat. Additionally, revisions to
MCP project design were made around
Bernasconi Road to include retaining walls, as
well as shifting the alignment for an
approximate 1.5-mile-long segment between
Bernasconi Road and Antelope Road so that
impacts to LAPM habitat can be reduced.
Impacts do occur where there are species and
habitats along the shoulders and in future
interchange areas. Mitigation has been provided
for these impacts where they occur.

Design of planned roads will consider wildlife
movement requirements in Section 7.5.2
“Guidelines for Construction of Wildlife Crossing’
in the Western Riverside County MSHCP, in the
Consistency Determination.

l

Wildlife movement considerations have been
taken into consideration and demonstrated by
the numerous culverts/undercrossings and
bridges as documented on page 3.17-23 of the
Final EIR/EIS for the MCP Project. See the
response below regarding compliance with the
Guidelines for Conservation of Wildlife
Corridors.

Narrow Endemic Plant Species will be avoided; if
avoidance is not feasible, then mitigation as
described in the Narrow Endemic Plant Policy will
be implemented.

As addressed in Section 3.19 in the Final EIR/
EIS, the project has complied with and
conducted analyses as to whether Narrow
Endemic Plant Species can be avoided by the
project. Spreading navarretia, the only
NEPSSA species impacted by the project, will
be affected at the San Jacinto River crossing in
Lakeview. A DBESP was prepared to address
this impact (refer to Appendix T). Avoidance
was not possible as the plants were located
adjacent to the existing roadway.

Any construction, maintenance, and operation
activities that involve clearing of natural vegetation
will be conducted outside the active breeding season
(March 1 through June 30).

The MCP project includes measures to avoid
nesting birds during breeding seasons.
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Table S.5.1.5 MCP Project Compliance with Section 7.5.1 in the Western Riverside County

MSHCP
Guideline from Section 7.5.1 of the Western How the Preferred Alternative for the MCP
Riverside County MSHCP Project Complies with the Cited Guideline
Prior to design and construction of transportation Surveys were conducted for the project, along
facilities, biological surveys will be conducted with biological surveys and vegetation mapping
within the study area for the facility, including which are included in the 2008 NES and 2011
vegetation mapping and species surveys and/or SNES and summarized for MSHCP relevancy.
wetland delineations. This guideline refers to actions “prior to design

and construction.” As stated above, RCTC will
not proceed with design and construction until a
Preferred Alternative is selected, and then after
that Alternative is approved by its Board. As
stated in Section 3.17 in the Final EIR/EIS,
prior to design and construction, the
recommendations and measures outlined in this
guideline, will be implemented because they
are included in this Final EIR/EIS.

Source: Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of Biologically
Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014) (provided in Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS).
DBESP = Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation

EIR = Environmental Impact Report

EIS = Environmental Impact Statement

LAPM = Los Angeles pocket mouse

MCP = Mid County Parkway

MSHCP = Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

NEPSSA = Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area

NES = Natural Environment Study

RCTC = Riverside County Transportation Commission

SBKR = San Bernardino kangaroo rat

SNES = Supplemental Natural Environment Study

portions of the MSHCP Conservation Area that are assembled to provide wildlife
movement.” The preferred alternative for the MCP project crosses through the

following Reserve Features where wildlife movement is important:

« Extension of Existing Core 4, which is intended to provide habitat for several
plant species, and to provide movement for species connecting to Lake Perris and
Canyon Lake. The terrestrial Planning Species for this Linkage that would be
expected to occur in the project area is the LAPM.

o Proposed Constrained Linkage 20, which is intended to connect Lake Perris to the
Lakeview Mountains. The Hemet to Corona-Lake Elsinore CETAP Corridor
(which is the same as the MCP project in this area) is explicitly discussed in the
Western Riverside County MSHCP related to impacting Proposed Constrained
Linkage 20 and the added edge effects that will be introduced as a result of the
MCP project. The terrestrial Planning Species for this Linkage that would be

expected to occur in the project area is the LAPM.
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o As Proposed Constrained Linkage 20, as designated in the Western Riverside
County MSHCP, Wildlife Crossing No. 10 has been designed for the sole purpose
of facilitating wildlife movement between the San Jacinto-Lake Perris Reserve
and the Lakeview Mountains. As included in the preferred alternative for the
MCP project, Crossing No. 10 is planned to be 35 ft wide and 12 ft high by 210 ft
long to accommodate wildlife movement through an area that is currently used for
agricultural purposes as shown on Figure 22 in the Consistency Determination.

Section 7.5.2 also calls for smaller dry crossings for small mammals and reptiles. The
preferred alternative for the MCP project includes one 3 ft by 3 ft dry culvert crossing
west of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 in addition to numerous drainage culverts as shown
on Figure 22 in the Consistency Determination.

Within the area of Proposed Constrained Linkage 20 and the San Jacinto River
Bridge at the Proposed Extension of Existing Core 4, the preferred alternative for the
MCP project will include fencing that does not impede wildlife access to the
crossings and bridge, while also directing wildlife away from the roadway. The
preferred alternative will include fencing and barriers installed on both openings of
the smaller dry crossing and Wildlife Crossing No. 10 to encourage animals to use
these crossings and prevent access to the road. Figure 23 in the Consistency
Determination shows the positioning of the fencing in relation to the roadway and
crossing access. The preferred alternative for the MCP project also includes a row of
long boulders along the edge of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 to act as cover for smaller
animals using that crossing. Jump outs and one-way gates will also be installed along
the segment of the road in the vicinity of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 to allow wildlife
to get off the road should they somehow gain access to that area as shown on
Figures 23a and 23b in the Consistency Determination.

S.5.1.9 Compliance with Section 7.5.3 and Appendix C in the Western
Riverside County MSHCP

As described in the Consistency Determination, Section 4.9, Section 7.5.3 and
Appendix C of MSHCP Compliance list specific conditions applicable to the
preferred alternative to reduce the construction impacts on species. RCTC’s
compliance with these conditions is required under Section 13.7(A) in the
Implementing Agreement. The conditions under Section 7.5.3 in the Consistency
Determination are:
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10.

1.

12.

Plans for water pollution and erosion control describing sediment and hazardous
materials control, dewatering or diversion structures, fueling and equipment
management practices, and the use of plant material for erosion control will be
developed.

The timing of construction activities will consider seasonal requirements for
breeding birds and migratory non-resident species. Habitat clearing will be
avoided during species active breeding season defined as March 1 to June 30.

Sediment and erosion control measures will be implemented until such time
soils are determined to be successfully stabilized.

Short-term stream diversions will be accomplished by use of sand bags or other
methods that will result in minimal instream impacts. Short-term diversion will
consider effects on wildlife.

Silt fencing or other sediment trapping materials will be installed at the
downstream end of construction activities to minimize the transport of
sediments off-site.

Settling ponds where sediment is collected will be cleaned in a manner that
prevents sediment from re-entering the stream or damaging/disturbing adjacent
areas. Sediment from settling ponds will be removed to a location where
sediment cannot re-enter the stream or surrounding drainage area.

No erodible materials will be deposited into water courses. Brush, loose soils, or
other debris material will not be stockpiled within stream channels or on
adjacent banks.

The footprint of disturbance will be minimized to the maximum extent feasible.
Access to sites will occur on pre-existing access routes to the greatest extent
possible.

Equipment storage, fueling and staging areas will be sited on non-sensitive
upland habitat types with minimal risk of direct discharge into riparian areas or
other sensitive habitat types.

The limits of disturbance, including the upstream, downstream and lateral
extents, will be clearly defined and marked in the field. Monitoring personnel
will review the limits of disturbance prior to initiation of construction activities.

During construction, the placement of equipment within the stream or on
adjacent banks or adjacent upland habitats occupied by Covered Species that are
outside the project footprint will be avoided.

Exotic species removed during construction will be properly handled to prevent
sprouting or regrowth.
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13. Training of construction personnel will be provided.

14. Ongoing monitoring and reporting will occur for the duration of the
construction activity to ensure implementation of BMPs.

15. When work is conducted during the fire season (as identified by the Riverside
County Fire Department) adjacent to coastal sage scrub or chaparral vegetation,
appropriate fire-fighting equipment (e.g., extinguishers, shovels, water tankers)
shall be available on the site during all phases of project construction to help
minimize the chance of human-caused wildfires. Shields, protective mats,
and/or other fire preventative methods shall be used during grinding, welding,
and other spark-inducing activities. Personnel trained in fire hazards,
preventative actions, and responses to fires shall advise contractors regarding
fire risk from all construction-related activities.

16. Active construction areas shall be watered regularly to control dust and
minimize impacts to adjacent vegetation.

17. All equipment maintenance, staging, and dispensing of fuel, oil, coolant, or any
other toxic substances shall occur only in designated areas within the proposed
grading limits of the project site. These designated areas shall be clearly marked
and located in such a manner as to contain run-off.

18. Waste, dirt, rubble, or trash shall not be deposited in the Conservation Area or
on native habitat.

Relevant provisions from Appendix C in the Western Riverside County MSHCP are:

1. Train project personnel prior to grading regarding species of concern and the
general provisions of the Endangered Species Act and the Western Riverside
County MSHCP.

Develop and implement water pollution and erosion control plans.
Minimize the disturbance area and maximize use of existing access routes.

Clearly mark the upstream, downstream, and lateral limits of disturbance.

A

Avoid placement of equipment and personnel in the stream channel or in upland
habitats.

Avoid the breeding season of riparian species.
Use methods requiring minimal instream impacts in diversion of streams.

Locate equipment storage, fueling, and staging areas on upland sites.

© o N o

Do not deposit erodible fill material in water courses or stockpile debris in stream
channels or on stream banks.
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10. Monitor construction activities to avoid incidental disturbance of habitat and
species of concern outside the project footprint.

11. Avoid and minimize the removal of native vegetation to the maximum extent
practicable and revegetate with appropriate native species.

12. Permanently remove exotic species that prey upon or displace target species of
concern.

13.  Keep project site as clean of debris as possible.

14. Limit construction employee activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction
materials to the project footprint, designated staging areas, and routes of travel.

15. RCTC will have the right to access and inspect any sites of approved projects
including any restoration/enhancement area for compliance with project
approval conditions including these BMPs.

S.5.1.10 Equivalency Analysis for the Project Effects on Public/Quasi-
Public Lands
The equivalency analysis for the effects of the preferred alternative for the MCP
project on PQP Lands is provided in Section 3.3, Impacts to PQP Lands, in the
Consistency Determination. PQP Lands are lands that are under government
ownership and are already in conservation areas with no threat of development. PQP
Lands comprise 347,000 acres of the future total 500,000 acres MSHCP Reserve.
Section 3.2.1 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP outlines the PQP Lands
replacement process. For any PQP Land proposed for a use that would remove the
Conservation value of the land, or use it in a way that “...alters the land use such that
it would not contribute to Reserve Assembly...”, replacement land shall be acquired
or otherwise encumbered at a 1:1 ratio. The replacement land must take into account
direct and indirect effects of PQP Lands in one location with PQP Lands in another

location.

As discussed in Section 2.2 of the Consistency Determination, RCTC has realigned a
1.6-mile segment of Alternative 9 Modified SJRB DV to avoid impacts to a parcel
owned by California Department of Fish and Wildlife and, therefore, considered PQP
Lands under the MSHCP. Because this parcel will not be impacted as originally
described in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, there will be no
permanent impacts to PQP Lands by the MCP project.

As shown on Figure 5, Sheet 2 of 2, the PQP Lands temporarily impacted by the
preferred alternative for the MCP project is 1.46 acres of temporary impacts at the
Perris Valley Storm Drain. The temporary impacts will be to PQP Lands and will not
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result in any physical transformation of the Perris Valley Storm Drain or the function
of those PQP Lands as a storm drain. Therefore, the temporary impacts associated
with the bridge construction over the PQP Lands at the Perris Valley Storm Drain will

not affect the conservation value of these PQP Lands.

S.5.1.11 Project Effects on Other Species Covered under the Western

Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
The majority of the 146 species covered under the Western Riverside County
MSHCEP are fully covered species and do not require additional surveys to determine
adequate mitigation for impacts within the Western Riverside County MSHCP Plan
Area. Plant species covered by the Western Riverside County MSHCP that do not
require surveys are discussed in the subsection, Species Not Requiring Surveys, in
Section 3.19.3.1, Permanent Impacts, on page 3.19-4 in the Final EIR/EIS. MSHCP
covered wildlife species that do not require surveys are discussed in the subsection
titled “Other Non-listed Animal Species” on page 3.20-7 in Section 3.20.3.1,
Permanent Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS.

S.5.1.12 Potential for Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources
Projects, including the MCP, the originally proposed Villages of Lakeview Specific
Plan, and the SR-79 Realignment Project, that were considered in the evaluation of
potential cumulative impacts, including cumulative impacts on biological resources,
are discussed in Section 3.25.4, Identification of Cumulative Plans and Projects,
starting on page 3.25-15 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 3.25.5.11 in
the Final EIR/EIS on page 3.25-51, the preferred alternative would contribute to an
incremental loss of potentially suitable habitat for Stephens’ kangaroo rat and CAGN;
occupied habitat for the San Jacinto Valley crownscale, spreading navarretia, SBKR,
and LBV; and areas of long-term conservation value for smooth tarplant and
Coulter’s goldfields. These are all Covered Species under the Western Riverside
County MSHCP.

As a regional plan, the Western Riverside County MSHCP provides mitigation for
cumulative impacts to covered species and their habitats. Project consistency with the
Western Riverside County MSHCP ensures that cumulative and indirect impacts to
those species, their habitats, and other biological resources are effectively mitigated.
The MCP project has adequately addressed cumulative project impacts to biological
resources by demonstrating consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

As a project covered under the Western Riverside County MSHCP (as part of the
Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor), the impacts of the MCP project on the

Western Riverside County MSHCP covered species were first analyzed in the
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Western Riverside County MSHCP EIR/EIS. Therefore, the potential impacts of the
MCP project to all Western Riverside County MSHCP covered species have been
addressed by demonstrating consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP,
including mitigation for impacts to biological resources, as discussed in the
Consistency Determination. Further, because MCP is a covered project under the
Western Riverside County MSHCP, cumulative impacts for the decline of population
and loss of habitat of covered species resulting from RCTC’s projects have also been
mitigated by RCTC’s contribution to date of $132 million (out of their total
commitment of $153 million) to the Reserve Assembly of the MSHCP Conservation
Area.

S.5.1.13 Joint Project Review Process

After the preferred alternative was identified for the MCP project (refer to

Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final
EIR/EIS), RCTC documented compliance with the Western Riverside County
MSHCEP specifically for the preferred alternative as part of the JPR. The JPR public
projects review form and the Consistency Determination for the MCP project were
submitted to the RCA on March 3, 2014 and was resubmitted on September 29, 2014.
Based on the Consistency Determination, the preferred alternative for the MCP
project was confirmed by RCTC, RCA, and the Wildlife Agencies as being consistent
with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The JPR was provided to RCTC in a
letter from the RCA dated August 20, 2014. The JPR was updated in a letter dated
October 9, 2014. A copy of the October 9, 2014 letter is provided in Appendix T in
the Final EIR/EIS. As a result, the Final EIR/EIS provides analysis of impacts and
describes the mitigation required of the preferred alternative for the MCP project to
comply with the Western Riverside County MSHCP consistency requirements.

Per Section 3.2.1 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP, the PQP Equivalency
Analysis was provided to the wildlife agencies as part of the JPR process to compare

the effects and benefits of the MCP project along with the proposed mitigation.

Language was added in the Final EIR/EIS, in the subsection titled “Western Riverside
County MSHCP” (starting on page 3.17-1) in Section 3.17.1.1, Habitat Conservation
Plans, Natural Communities Conservation Plans, and Wildlife Areas, and in the
subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” (starting on page 3.17-27) in
Section 3.17.3.1, Permanent Impacts, adding additional detail regarding how RCTC,
as the Permittee under the Western Riverside County MSHCP for the MCP project,
has complied with the provisions and policies in the Western Riverside County

MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement based on the Consistency Determination.
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Table S.5.1.6 summarizes the permanent and temporary effects of the preferred
alternative on the resources evaluated in the Consistency Determination and the

mitigation acreages to address those effects.

S.5.1.14 Addendum to MSHCP Consistency Determination and
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation Analysis

The USFWS and CDFW (the Wildlife Agencies) submitted comments on the

September 2014 MSHCP Consistency Determination and DBESPs to the RCTC on

October 20, 2014. As requested by the Wildlife Agencies, RCTC prepared an

Addendum to the MSHCP Consistency Determination (Addendum) in an October 24,

2014 letter to the Wildlife Agencies (the October 20, 2014 letter from the Wildlife

Agencies is an attachment to the October 24, 2014 Addendum). The Addendum is

provided in Appendix T in this Final EIR/EIS.

The Addendum provides responses to the specific comments in the Wildlife Agencies
letter. The responses to the Wildlife Agencies’ comments include citations to various
documents including the Consistency Determination, the Western Riverside County
MSHCP, the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (January 2013),
administrative draft EIR/EIS (November 2014), the Natural Environment Study
(2008) for the MCP project, and the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC)
Invasive Plant Inventory for information supporting the analyses and conclusions in
the MSHCP Consistency Determination and DBESPs. The responses also provide
clarification of some of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures
included in the MCP project as documented in both the Final EIR/EIS and the
DBESPs. As part of the responses, RCTC also agreed to an additional environmental
commitment to salvage alkali soils that could be re-used on habitat restoration areas.

The Wildlife Agencies issued a joint letter of concurrence on the MSHCP
Consistency Determination and DBESPs for the MCP project on November 14, 2014
(a copy of that letter is provided in Appendix T of the Final EIR/EIS).

S.5.2 Master Response Related to the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
Comments regarding potential project impacts on SKR including potential take of
SKR and how those impacts are addressed are discussed in this Master Response.

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for
the MCP project is described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred
Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. The range of potentially suitable
habitat for SKR was discussed in the subsection titled “Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat”
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Table S.5.1.6 MCP Western Riverside County MSHCP Summary Mitigation Matrix (Mitigation Acreage) for the Preferred Alternative

Total Acreage of Permanent Temporary Mitigation
Impacted Resources ; Notes
Project Impacts Impacts Impacts Acreage
Refer to Figure 15a in the Consistency Determination — Tributary to
L . SJR near Jack Rabbit Trail. Off-site preservation and establishment,
Riparian Vegetation 4.99 2.7 2.27 1 re-establishment and/or enhancement. On-site restoration for
temporary impacts.
Least Bell’s Vireo 366 1.66 2 11 Refer to area on F1gL}re 1.5a in the Consistency Determination.
Same 11 acres for Riparian.
Mitigation broken out by 9.54 acres shade; 62.4 acres grading; 2.23
Riverine — Alkaline 2939 2716 293 74.17 acres temp. Refer to Figures 15b and 17a in the Consistency
Communities in SJR Floodplain ’ ’ ’ ’ Determination. Looking in Hemet Vernal Pool area or Lakeview
Floodplain.
Riverine — Non-SJR Floodplain 792 567 155 1 Refgr tg Flgu.re 15a in the Cpn;lstency DeFermlnanon. Jack Rabbit
Trail tributaries — same as riparian vegetation.
Refer to Figures 17a or 17b in the Consistency Determination.
San Jacinto Valley Crownscale 0.36 0.33' 0.03 6 Hemet Vernal Pool or Lakeview Floodplain. Same acreage for
Coulter’s goldfields and smooth tarplant mitigation.
. . | Refer to Figures 17a or 17b in the Consistency Determination.
Spreading Navarretia 1.09 0.85 0.24 33 Hemet Vernal Pool or Lakeview Floodplain.
Coulter’s Goldfields 295 203! 022 6 Refer to Figures 17a or 17b in the Consistency Detel.‘rr.nna.tlon,
Same acreage for crownscale and smooth tarplant mitigation.
Refer to Figures 17a or 17b. Same acreage as crownscale and
Smooth Tarplant 2.72 2.71 0.01 6 Coulter’s goldfields.
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse 20.85 20.16 0.69 42 See Figure 19 in the Consistency Determination.
San Bernardino kangaroo rat 1.29 0.83 0.46 4 See Figure 19 in the Consistency Determination.
Burrowing Owl N/A N/A N/A N/A Relocation plan proposed; no acreage proposed for mitigation.
Public/Quasi-Public Lands 1.46 0.0 1.46 0 Not applicable.

Source: Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014) (provided in

Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS).

' From Attachment A, MCP MSHCP Summary Mitigation Matrix, in the Mid County Parkway MSHCP DBESP Addendum (October 24, 2014).

N/A = not applicable
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starting on page 3.21-14 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS in
order to disclose the worst-case potential impacts of the MCP to that species.

S.5.2.1 Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat

The subsection titled “Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat,”
starting on page 3.17-8 in the Final EIR/EIS, describes the background of the Habitat
Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (HCP for SKR, March 1996).
During development of the Western Riverside County MSHCP, the SKR Core
Reserves in the HCP for SKR were incorporated into the Conservation Area of the
Western Riverside County MSHCP.

The San Jacinto-Lake Perris (SJ-LP) Reserve is the only SKR Reserve established
through the implementation of the HCP for SKR which is within the area of the
Modified MCP project, as shown on Figure 3.17.2, on page 3.17-9 in the Final
EIR/EIS. This Reserve encompasses 10,932 acres with 3,640 acres of SKR-occupied
habitat, owned primarily by the State of California, and also other public agencies,
including the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA).

As described in the HCP for SKR, the “...reserve area generally consists of
undeveloped lands in the Lake Perris State Recreation Area and San Jacinto Wildlife
Area, and previously farmed lands to the east. The area features some rocky and steep
terrain including Mt. Russell to the north and the Bernasconi Hills to the south.” In
Section 5(c)(1)(d), San Jacinto-Lake Perris Core Reserve in the HCP for SKR, it is
acknowledged that ““...much of the land surrounding the SJ-LP core reserve is
potentially subject to future development.” Based on this statement, it is clear that the
reserve boundaries of the HCP for SKR were created with the understanding that
development outside those reserve boundaries could result in edge and indirect effects
in areas within the boundaries of the HCP for SKR. Further, the HCP for SKR
includes provisions for public projects to be included within the reserve boundaries.
Therefore, any loss of habitat/habitat fragmentation has already been accounted for
during the development of the reserve boundaries for the HCP for SKR. Loss of
habitat outside the reserve boundary is also already accounted for in the HCP for
SKR.

Take of SKR is authorized throughout the HCP for SKR plan area outside the SKR
reserve boundaries. Take within the HCP for SKR plan area may be authorized based
on compliance with the HCP for SKR or Federal Endangered Species Act Section 7
consultation with the USFWS as discussed on page 3.17-8 in the subsection titled
“Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat” in the Final EIR/EIS. As
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described later, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) conducted Section 7
consultation with the USFWS for the take of SKR by the preferred alternative.

Take of SKR outside the boundary of the HCP for SKR but within the Western
Riverside County MSHCP plan area is covered by compliance with the Western
Riverside County MSHCP. The SKR is a fully covered species under the Western
Riverside County MSHCP. Therefore, as a Covered Project, the impacts of the MCP
on SKR outside the HCP for SKR plan area are mitigated by the RCTC’s mitigation
commitments in the Western Riverside County MSHCP, Consistency Determination
Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation, and
DBESP Addendum provided in Appendix T of this Final EIR/EIS.

S.5.2.2 Potential for Direct Impacts of the MCP Project on Stephens’
Kangaroo Rat and Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat
The BSA shown on Figure 3.17-2 on page 3.17-9 in the Final EIR/EIS includes part
of an SKR Core Reserve area. However, as shown on that figure and indicated in the
note on the figure, the maximum disturbance limits of the preferred alternative do not
result in direct impacts to those SKR Core Reserve areas. To clarify this, the first
sentence in the first paragraph in the subsection titled “Habitat Conservation Plan for
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat” on page 3.17-55 in Section 3.17.3.1, Permanent Impacts, in
the Final EIR/EIS was revised to read (changes shown in italics): “The MCP project
is in the vicinity of the Habitat Conservation Plan Area for the Stephens’ Kangaroo
Rat fee area. Specifically, the BSA includes part of one SKR Core Reserve. However,
Alternative 4 Modified, Alternative 5 Modified, and Alternative 9 Modified will not
directly impact that Core Reserve.”

S.5.2.3 Potential for Indirect Impacts of the MCP Project on Stephens’
Kangaroo Rat and Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat
As discussed in the subsection titled “Indirect Effects (All Threatened and
Endangered Species)” on page 3.21-16 in Section 3.21.3.1, Project Impacts, in the
Final EIR/EIS, the preferred alternative would result in indirect impacts to potential
SKR habitat; which could include light and noise effects on the SKR. All potential
coastal sage scrub and nonnative grassland communities are considered potential
SKR habitat, as described in Table 3.21.B. on page 3.21-7 in the Final EIR/EIS. For
clarification, the second sentence in the first paragraph in the subsection titled
“Indirect Effects (All Threatened and Endangered Species)” on page 3.21-16 in the
Final EIR/EIS was revised to read: “Indirect impacts on the remaining threatened and
endangered species and critical habitats discussed above are included in the
permanent impact calculations and may result from edge effects such as...”
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The HCP for SKR reserve boundaries were created with the understanding that
development could occur outside those reserve boundaries that could result in edge
and indirect effects in areas within the boundaries of the HCP for SKR. As discussed
in detail in the subsection titled “Compliance with the Western Riverside County
MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines” starting on 3.17-36 in the Final
EIR/EIS, the indirect effects of the preferred alternative on the San Jacinto Wildlife
Area, including on SKR in designated SKR habitat, would be avoided or substantially
reduced based on compliance with those Guidelines. The preferred alternative for the
MCP project will comply with these Guidelines consistent with RCTC’s obligations
as a Permittee under the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

S.5.2.4 Potential to Contribute to Cumulative Impacts on Stephens’
Kangaroo Rat and Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat
The Final EIR/EIS discusses the potential for the project to contribute to cumulative
impacts for resources of concern such as the SKR. As discussed in the fifth paragraph
in the subsection titled “Build Alternatives” on page 3.25-51 in the Final EIR/EIS,
“...the MCP project “may affect, likely to adversely affect” the Stephens’ kangaroo
rat.” However, the Build Alternatives would not result in direct effects to Core
Reserve lands in the HCP for SKR. For the segments of the preferred alternative
within the boundaries of the HCP for SKR but outside the Core Reserve boundaries,
because that reserve system was created with a large enough area to support SKR
within the HCP for SKR Plan area, the MCP project take of SKR outside that Reserve
Area would not jeopardize the continued existence of the SKR. Therefore, the
preferred alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to the HCP
for SKR because that plan and the Western Riverside County MSHCP were
developed in the context of overall development in western Riverside County to
provide conservation and reserve areas to mitigate for the cumulative impacts to

species covered under those two plans, including SKR.

Project consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the HCP for
SKR ensure that the cumulative impacts to SKR are effectively mitigated. In addition,
the other cumulative projects would undergo review by the USFWS and CDFW as
part of the MSHCP consistency review process (and Section 7 consultation with the
USFWS for projects that involve a federal action) to ensure that they do not
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species such as SKR.
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S.5.2.5 Section 7 Consultation and Biological Opinion for the
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
The project impacts on SKR and measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate those
effects are addressed in the Biological Opinion from the USFWS provided in
Appendix W, Biological Opinion. Based on the measures described in the DBESPs
included in the MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis MSHCP provided in
Appendix T, RCTC will provide mitigation for Stephens’ kangaroo rat as part of the
mitigation acreage to be acquired to offset impacts to riparian-alkaline communities
in the San Jacinto River floodplain. Prior to the start of construction, the RCTC
Project Manager will ensure take of Stephens’ kangaroo rat is authorized for areas of
disturbance to occupied habitat of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat through implementation
of the measures described in the DBESP for riparian-alkaline communities in the San
Jacinto River floodplain included in the MSHCP Consistency Determination
Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis
provided in Appendix T.

S.5.3 Master Response Related to the San Jacinto River Bridge

A number of comments raised questions regarding the design of the bridges for the
San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation (SJRB DV) and the differences between
the SJRB DV and the SJRB Base Case for the bridges across the San Jacinto River in
the Lakeview area regarding the design and potential environmental effects of those
bridges.

The analysis of the potential impacts of the MCP Build Alternatives on the San
Jacinto River floodplain, provided in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Floodplains, in the
Final EIR/EIS was based on 35 percent design plans. That level of design was
sufficient to identify the potential project impacts on that floodplain and mitigation to
address the potential MCP project effects related to the San Jacinto River hydrology
and floodplain. The measure addressing those effects is provided in Section 3.9.4,
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, on page 3.9-28 in the Final
EIR/EIS.

S.5.3.1 Characteristics of the Bridges Across the San Jacinto River
All the MCP Build Alternatives would cross the San Jacinto River on the same
alignment for the SJRB Base Case or SJRB DV. Figures S.5.3.1 and S.5.3.2 show the
plans and profiles for the Base Case and the Design Variation, respectively.
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Those figures were also added to as Figures 2.3.1.d and 2.3.1.e, on pages 2-19 and
2-21 in the subsection titled “Bridges for Water and Natural Resource Crossings” in
Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/EIS. Those figures show the placement of the bridges and
fill areas in and across the floodplain for the SIRB Base Case and Design Variation.

The layout of the bridges for the SJRB Base Case and SJRB DV is similar. As shown
on Figure S.5.3.1, the Base Case proposes two parallel three-lane bridges, one for
westbound traffic and one for eastbound traffic. The SJRB DV also proposes parallel
three-lane bridges, with separate bridges for westbound and eastbound traffic. The
most substantial difference between the Base Case and the SJRB DV is that the Base
Case proposes two long bridges, one for westbound traffic and one for eastbound
traffic, and, as shown on Figure S.5.3.2, the SJRB DV proposes a total of four shorter
bridges, two in each direction, one set for westbound traffic and one set for eastbound
traffic. The bridges under the Base Case would be on columns across the floodplain
and each would be approximately 4,321 ft long. The two bridges in each direction
under the SJRB DV would be approximately 1,941 ft long on columns and 531 ft
long, respectively. As shown on Figure S.5.3.2, the SJRB DV would include a total of
1,849 linear feet of the MCP facility that would be constructed on fill rather than on
bridge structures. The bridges under the Base Case and the SJRB DV would not result
in longitudinal encroachments in the 100-year floodplain for the San Jacinto River.

S.5.3.2 Fill Amounts under the Base Case and the SJRB DV Crossings
of the San Jacinto River

As shown on Figure S.5.3.1, the Base Case crossing would result in the placement of
fill at each end of the two bridges. As shown on Figure S.5.3.2, the SJRB DV would
result the placement of a total 1,849 linear feet of fill at the ends of the bridges (1,526
linear feet at the east end of the bridges and 323 linear feet between the pair of
bridges on the western part of the bridges). As a result, the SJRB DV would result in
the placement of more fill in the floodplain than the Base Case because it would span

less of the floodplain than the Base Case.

S.5.3.3 Limits of Jurisdictional Waters under the SJRB Base Case and
the SJRB DV Crossings of the San Jacinto River

The Base Case and the SJRB DV would result in same temporary and permanent

impacts to jurisdictional waters under all three Build Alternatives. Table S.5.3.1

summarizes the total permanent impacts to wetlands and other jurisdictional waters

for the Build Alternatives. As shown in that table, the permanent effects are the same

under each Build Alternative for the Base Case and the Design Variation.
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Table S.5.3.1 Summary of Permanent Effects of the Build Alternatives on Wetlands and Other
Jurisdictional Waters

Permanent Impacts (acres)
Alternative USACE

CDFW Nonwetland Wetland Total

Waters etlands ota

Alternative 4 Modified SJRB Base Case 9.23 5.01 2.18 7.19

Alternative 4 Modified SIN DV 8.90 4.55 2.04 6.59

Alternative 4 Modified SJRB DV 9.23 5.01 2.18 7.19

Alternative 5 Modified SJRB Base Case 9.19 5.18 2.11 7.29

Alternative 5 Modified SJRB DV 9.19 5.18 2.11 7.29

Alternative 5 Modified SIN DV 8.85 4.73 1.97 6.70

Alternative 9 Modified SJRB Base Case 9.00 5.03 2.15 7.17

Alternative 9 Modified 9.00 5.03 2.15 7.17

Alternative 9 Modified SIN DV 8.66 4.58 2.01 6.59
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9

Modified with the SJIgB DV) 7.94 4.36 0.64 5:00

Source: Tables 3.18.B and 3.18.1 in the Final EIR/EIS.

CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife =~ SJRB Base Case = San Jacinto River Bridge Base Case
EIR = Environmental Impact Report SJRB DV = San Jacinto River Bridge Division Variation
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers

SIN DV = San Jacinto North Design Variation

This is because the bridge crossing of the San Jacinto River in the Lakeview area was
designed so that the bridge piers are sited to span outside the jurisdictional waters, as
summarized in Attachment D in Appendix I in the Final EIR/EIS.

Table S.5.3.2 summarizes the temporary impacts to wetlands and other jurisdictional
waters for the Build Alternatives.

S.5.3.4 Hydrology/Hydraulic Effects of the SJRB Base Case and the
SJRB DV
The analysis of the potential effects of the SJRB Base Case and the SJRB DV on the
San Jacinto River upstream and downstream of the proposed MCP bridges is
summarized in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Floodplains, in the Final EIR/EIS.
Concerns were raised in comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS regarding the potential impacts of those bridges upstream and downstream on the
River. The existing and proposed bridge conditions are described in detail below; this
additional discussion was added starting on page 3.9-19 in Section 3.9 in the Final
EIR/EIS.
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Table S.5.3.2 Summary of Temporary Effects of the Build Alternatives on Wetlands and Other
Jurisdictional Waters

Temporary Impacts (acres)
Alternative USACE

CDFW Nonwetlands Wetlands Total
Alternative 4 Modified SJRB Base Case 5.48 2.28 3.78 6.06
Alternative 4 Modified SIN DV 4.10 2.10 1.95 4.05
Alternative 4 Modified SJRB DV 5.48 2.28 3.78 6.06
Alternative 5 Modified SJRB Base Case 3.96 1.41 3.11 4.53
Alternative 5 Modified SIN DV 2.58 1.24 1.28 2.52
Alternative 5 Modified SJRB DV 3.96 1.41 3.11 4.53
Alternative 9 Modified SJRB Base Case 4.69 1.63 3.63 5.26
Alternative 9 Modified SJRB DV 4.69 1.63 3.63 5.26
Alternative 9 Modified SIN DV 3.31 1.45 1.80 3.25
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9
Modiiod with the ST DV) 3.63 1.99 4.69 6.68

Source: Tables 3.18.G and 3.18.1 in the Final EIR/EIS.

CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife =~ SJRB Base Case = San Jacinto River Bridge Base Case
EIR = Environmental Impact Report SJRB DV = San Jacinto River Bridge Division Variation
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers

SIN DV = San Jacinto North Design Variation

The existing Ramona Expressway Bridge across the San Jacinto River would not be
modified or otherwise affected by the proposed bridges in the SJRB Base Case or the
SJRB DV under any of the MCP Build Alternatives. The existing Ramona
Expressway Bridge currently contains the 10- and 25-year flows of the San Jacinto
River. During 100-year events, the river flows over the top of that existing bridge.
Because the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge will remain in place, it will control
the movement of water in the San Jacinto River as it does today.

The 100-year floodplain for the area upstream (north) of the MCP crossing of the San
Jacinto River extends into the San Jacinto Wildlife Area.

Effects of the SJIRB Design Variation

Although the SJRB DV includes two sections of bridge structures (531 linear feet and
1,941 linear feet, respectively) and a total of 1,849 linear feet of fill on either end of
the eastern pair of bridges (a total of approximately 10 acres of fill), this
encroachment into the San Jacinto River 100-year floodplain will not result in
hydrologic/hydraulic or biological impacts to the San Jacinto River. The analysis
determined that there would be a maximum of 0.16 ft of water surface elevation
(WSE) change (an increase) in the 100-year floodplain upstream as a result of the
SJRB DV. With the SJRB DV, the water surface upstream of the existing Ramona
Expressway Bridge would rise a maximum of 0.16 ft (1.9-inches), and the flow
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velocity would decrease by a maximum of approximately 0.6 ft per second (fps) for a
reach spanning approximately 82 ft upstream of the existing Ramona Expressway
bridge structure. That rise in the WSE would be minimal. The 0.66 ft rise in flow
depth in a 100-year event represents a 1.3 percent increase in the calculated flow
depth which would not be observable in a 100-year event. This calculation is the
numerical difference in a hydraulic model, which is beyond the precision warranted
for a river system the size of the San Jacinto River. However, the corresponding
decrease in flow velocity would represent a 9 percent reduction in the erosive
potential of the river. This would be a measurable benefit to the San Jacinto River,
which would reduce the erosive potential of the river during a 100-year event.

The behavior of water downstream of the SIRB DV would be controlled by the
existing Ramona Expressway Bridge, which would not be changed by the MCP Build
Alternatives. The river downstream of the SJRB DV would not experience any
change in WSE and flow rate/velocity as a result of the SJRB DV. In the existing
condition and with the SJRB DV condition, the area downstream of the SIRB DV
would have a flow depth of approximately 8.73 ft and a flow velocity of 2.4 fps. As a
result, because of the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge, there would be no
discernible change in the WSE or water footprint downstream of the SJRB DV as a
result of the fill needed to construct the SIRB DV. Because there would be no change
to the existing downstream conditions with the SJRB DV, there would be no change

to existing biological resources downstream of the SJRB DV.

The area between the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge and the proposed SIRB
DV is approximately 4,000 ft long and approximately 118 ft wide. The area between
these bridges would be affected by the new SJRB DV bridge abutments and would
experience a WSE rise of 3.2 ft although this increase in the WSE would only occur
in an approximately 26 ft wide area upstream of the SIRB DV and downstream of the
existing Ramona Expressway Bridge. This area would also experience a WSE
elevation change, which would be a benefit because the flow velocity would decrease
by 4.3 fps that would reduce the erosive potential of the river during a 100-year event.

Summary

In summary, based on the analysis described above, although the fill for the SIRB DV
would be within the mapped 100-year floodplain, it would not substantially modify
the hydrology or hydraulics of the San Jacinto River. Because of the control provided
by the existing bridge on the Ramona Expressway, the 1,849 linear feet of fill section
associated with the SJRB DV would result in negligible changes to the WSE

associated with the 100-year event. There would be no changes to the floodplain
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limits downstream and very limited changes upstream, such that the total floodplain
area would not be substantially modified under either the Base Case or the SJRB DV.
The existing Ramona Expressway Bridge would remain in place and would control
water movement for the Base Case bridge and the SIRB DV. As a result, the Base
Case bridge and the SJRB DV would not result in substantial changes to the existing
conditions relative to the floodplain area and flow characteristics, including the
velocity of flow. For the area between the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge and
the SJRB DV, there would be an increase in the area of land that is currently not
underwater but which would be underwater during a 100-year event.

S.5.3.5 Biological Resources Effects of the San Jacinto River Bridge
Base Case and Design Variation
As shown in Table 3.17.G, Impacts to Habitat Suitable for Long-Term Conservation
of Additional Survey Species, on page 3.17-37 in the Final EIR/EIS, Alternative 9
Modified (Base Case) would result in 2.72 acres of permanent impacts to smooth
tarplant and 1.99 acres of permanent impacts to Coulter’s goldfields. Alternative 9
Modified SJRB DV (the preferred alternative) would result in slightly more
permanent impacts to those special-status plant species, at 2.73 acres of permanent
impacts to smooth tarplant (0.01 acre more than the Base Case) and 2.25 acres of
permanent impacts to Coulter’s goldfields (0.26 acre more than the design variation).

As discussed in Section 3.17.3.2, Temporary Impacts, starting on page 3.17-57 in the
Final EIR/EIS, all impacts to species within the MCP footprint, even at these bridged
locations are considered permanent to account for the worst-case scenario that
temporary construction access within the footprint and shading impacts would not be
restored to preconstruction activities. Only impacts at riparian/riverine areas and
USACE and CDFW jurisdictional areas at bridged areas were differentiated as
permanent or temporary impacts. Therefore, all temporary impacts to smooth tarplant
and Coulter’s goldfields species are included within the calculations of permanent

impacts described above.

Localized increases in water velocity following major floods due to changes in river
hydraulics caused by placement of bridge columns, abutments, and fill, could result in
indirect effects on San Jacinto Valley crownscale and spreading navarretia. Because
there would be negligible changes to the velocity and WSE elevations upstream of the
existing Ramona Expressway Bridge (see discussion above in Section S.5.3.4), and
no observable difference downstream of the SJRB DV from existing 100-year

conditions, there would not be any expected impacts to biological resources (i.e.,
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plants) in areas upstream of the Ramona Expressway Bridge and downstream of the
SJRB DV.

RCTC will provide mitigation for the loss of area that supports habitat suitable for
long-term conservation for San Jacinto Valley crownscale, spreading navarretia,
Coulter’s goldfields, and smooth tarplant (as shown in Figure 3.17.3 in the Final
EIR/EIS), as well as alkali communities in the San Jacinto River floodplain at
Lakeview, as described in Table 3.17.D on page 3.17-22 and discussed on

page 3.17-21 in Final EIR/EIS.

Mitigation specified in the DBESP for each of the biological resources impacted
within the project footprint, including the area between the existing Ramona
Expressway and the MCP bridges are described in Section 4.0, Compliance with
MSHCP Survey Requirements, in the Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency
Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent Superior
Preservation Analysis, which is provided in Appendix T, in the Final EIR/EIS.

S.5.3.6 San Jacinto River Bridge Crossing included in the Preferred
Alternative

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for

the MCP project is described in detail Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred

Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5,

Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation was

identified as the preferred alternative.

S.6 Comments and Responses

The comments received on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
during the public comment period and the responses to those comments are provided
in the following sections. As discussed earlier in Section S.5, where multiple
comments raise the same or similar issue or concern, a Master Response was prepared
to address the specific issue comprehensively. The Master Responses were used when
applicable to respond to the comments provided in this section. The responses to the
comments are provided following the last page of the coded letter in each category
(i.e., federal agency comment letters are followed by the responses to those
comments; state agency comment letters are followed by the responses to those
comments, etc.).

A number of the comment letters included introductory information, summaries of
material from the MCP environmental documents, and other information that did not

raise specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088
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of the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of the comment letters were
not bracketed, and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letters.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in
these comment letters and determined that the sections of the letters that were not

bracketed did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.
Appendices Included in the Final EIR/EIS

In addition to Appendices A through R provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS, the following appendices were incorporated in the Final
EIR/EIS for the MCP project:

o Appendix S: Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS

o Appendix T: Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan Consistency Determination

o Appendix U: Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal Highway
Administration and the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding
the Mid County Parkway Project

o Appendix V: Responses to Comments on the “Recirculated Sections of Chapter
4.0 (ITI, Air Quality; VII, Greenhouse Gases; 4.5, Climate Change; and Table
4.10)”

« Appendix W: Biological Opinion
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P2302-C1-00236

.S, Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region iX '

111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Qakland, CA. 94607-4052

CORPORATION

January 28, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC)
P. 0. Box 12008

Riverside, California 92502

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

This is in response to your request for comments regarding Mid County Parkway Project Public
Notice, Notice of Availability of Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Notice of Public Hearing, Riverside County,
California.

Please review the current effective countywide Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the
County of Riverside (Community Number 060245), Maps revised August 28, 2008. Please note
that the County of Riverside, California is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP). The minimum, basic NFIP floodplain management building requirements are described
in Vol. 44 Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65.

A summary of these NFIP floodplain management building requirements are as follows:

e All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, AH, AE,
and Al through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest
floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation level in accordance with the effective Flood
Insurance Rate Map.

e If the area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the
FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term
development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real cstate,
including but not limited to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or
materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis must be performed prigr to the start of
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways.

www. fermna,gov

\
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Cathy Bechtel, RCTC
Page 2
January 28, 2013

¢ Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood Hazard Areas,
the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3,
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data becomes available, a
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting technical data for a flood
map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages,
please refer to the FEMA website at hitp://www.fema.cov/business/nfip/forms.shtm.

Please Note:

Many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain management building
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44
CFR. Please contact the local community’s floodplain manager for more information on local
floodplain management building requirements. The Riverside County floodplain manager can be
reached by calling Michael Lara, Director, Building and Safety Division, at (951) 955-2514.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Frank Mansell of the

Mitigation staff at (510) 627-7191.
Sincerely, .
. il

Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch (Elflé_f—__
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

cc:

Michael Lara, Director, Building and Safety Division, County of Riverside

Garret Tam Sing/Salomon Miranda, State of California, Department of Water Resources,
Southern Region Office

Frank Mansell, NFIP Planner, DHS/FEMA Region IX

Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX

wiww. fema.gov
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F-1-1

Section 3.9.2.2, Floodplain Description, on page 3.9-5 in Section 3.9, Hydrology and
Floodplains, in the Final EIR/EIS, indicates that Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)
maps dated August 28, 2008, the most recently available FIRM maps, were reviewed
for the MCP project. Figure 3.9.2, on page 3.9-7 in Section 3.9, shows the 100-year
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-mapped floodplains and
floodways in the MCP study area.

The following was inserted in four places in the subsection titled “Risk to Life and
Property” in Section 3.9 in the Final EIR/EIS: “The minimum, basic National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) floodplain management building requirements as listed in
44 Code of Federal Regulations Sections 59 through 65 will be met by the design of
project structures in and near floodplains.”

This was inserted at the following locations:

e Atthe end of the first paragraph in the subsection titled “Perris
Valley Storm Drain” on page 3.9-17

e Atthe end of the first paragraph in the subsection titled “San
Jacinto River Bridge” on page 3.9-18

e At the end of the first paragraph in the subsection titled “San
Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation” on page 3.9-19

e Atthe end of the first paragraph in the subsection titled “San
Jacinto River at the SR-79 Interchange” on page 3.9-22

Refer also to the response to comment F-1-2, below, for additional discussion
regarding the NFIP building requirements.

F-1-2

The MCP project is a road project that does not include the construction of any
buildings. Therefore, the NFIP building requirement to locate the lowest floor of
buildings at or above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) is not applicable to the MCP
project. However, the roadway in the MCP Build Alternatives will be above the BFE.

The FEMA guidelines limit the water surface elevation increase to 1.0 foot (ft) within
a floodplain and O ft within a floodway. These criteria were applied to the conceptual
designs of the MCP bridge crossings and will be applied during final design of the
bridge crossings to ensure that the MCP bridges meet these FEMA guidelines.
Location Hydraulic Studies were prepared for the bridges as described on page 3.9-1
in Section 3.9.2, Affected Environment, in Section 3.9 in the Final EIR/EIS. Those
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studies document the effect the MCP bridges would have on the existing floodplain
and BFE based on 35 percent design plans. Specifically, the Summary Floodplain
Encroachment Report (2011) noted that the MCP project would not involve a
significant encroachment into the 100-year base floodplain, be inconsistent with
existing watershed and floodplain management programs, or result in incompatible
floodplain development. As discussed in the subsection titled “Risks to Life and
Property” starting on page 3.9-14 in the Final EIR/EIS, the Build Altematives would
not result in increase in the BFEs in the Perris Valley Storm Drain and San Jacinto
River floodways. The minimurn, basic National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
floodplain management building requirements as listed in 44 Code of Federal
Regulations Sections 59 through 65 will be met by the design of the project structures
in and near floodplains associated with the Perris Valley Storm Drain and the San
Jacinto River.

As described in the subsection titled “Perris Valley Storm Drain” starting on page
3.9-5 and on Figure 3.9.2 in the Final EIR/ELS, “South of Ramona Expressway, the
Perris Valley Storm Drain is within a mapped Zone AE (special flood hazard areas
subject to inundation by the 1 percent annual chance flood with base flood elevations
determined) and shaded Zone X (areas of 0.2 percent annual chance flood, areas of

1 percent annual chance flood with average depths of less than 1 foot (ft) or with
drainage arcas less than | square mile, and areas protected by levees from 1 percent
annual chance flood). Portions of the Perris Valley Storm Drain are designated as a
floodway, which is defined as the channel of a stream plus any adjacent floodplain
areas that must be kept free of encroachments so that the 1 percent annual chance
flood can be carried without substantial increases in flood heights. Just north of
Ramona Expressway, the floodplain transitions to Zone A (special flood hazard areas
subject to inundation by the 1 percent annual chance flood with no base flood
elevations determined).” In the subsection titled “San Jacinto River” on page 3.9-9
and on Figure 3.9.2 in the Final EIR/EIS, “Near Lakeview Avenue, the Ramona
Expressway crosses the San Jacinto River. At this location, north of the Ramona
Expressway, the San Jacinto River is within a mapped Zone AE and shaded Zone X,
with poriions designed as a floodway. South of the Ramona Expressway, the
floodplain is designated as Zone A.” As a result, after completion of construction of
the MCP facility in these flood zones for the Perris Valley Storm Drain and the San
Jacinto River, RCTC will notify FEMA of any changes in these floodplains as a result
of the MCP project, as described in the subsection titled “Conditional Letter of Map
Revision/Letter of Map Revision” on page 3.9-23 in the Final EIR/EIS.
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As specified in Measure FP-1 on page 3.9-28 in Section 3.9.4, Avoidance,
Minimization, and Mitigation Measures, in the Final EIR/EIS, a Final Location
Hydraulic Study based on final plans will be provided to FEMA in order to process a
Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and Letter of Map Revision (LOMR).
To obtain the map revisions, the Final Location Hydraulic Study will need to
demonstrate that the MCP project meets the FEMA guidelines.

F-1-3

Based on correspondence with the Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District (RCFCWCD), the RCFCWCD does not have requirements that
would be in addition to or more restrictive than the minimum federal building
standards for facilities such as the MCP project (email May 7, 2013, from Mr. Theo
Sanchez, RCFCWCD Floodplain Management, 951-955-0621).
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Pacific Southwest Region
333 Bush Street, Suite 515
San Francisco, CA 94104

IN REPLY REFER TO:
ER# 13/055

Electronically Filed

i1 March 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502

Subject: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Revised Section 4(f)
Evaluation for the Mid County Parkway, a New Freeway from the City of Perris
to the City of San Jacinto, Riverside County, CA

Dear Ms. Bechtel,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Mid-County
Parkway Project, Riverside County, CA. The Department of the Interior (Department) has
reviewed the document and submits these comments to you for your consideration..

Section 4(f) Evaluation Comments
Following our review of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, the Department concurs that there is no | F-2-1
feasible and prudent alternative to the proposed use of Section 4(f) properties and that all
measures have been taken to minimize harm to these resources.

We acknowledge your consultation with the SHPO and will prepare a Memorandum of F.2.D
Agreement to minimize adverse effects to these properties.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this document.

Should you have questions about the Section 4(f) comments, please contact Alan Schmierer,
National Park Service, Pacific West Regional Office, 415-623-2315.



Sincerely,

S e odoen- e

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer

Cc:

Director, OEPC

OEPC Staff Contact: Dave Sire
FHWA

Caltrans

SHPO-CA

NPS-WASO-EQD

NPS: Alan Schmierer
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This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed
did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

F-2-1

This comment documents the concurrence of the Department of the Interior that there
is no feasible and prudent alternative to the proposed use of Section 4(f) properties by
the MCP project and that all measures have been taken to minimize harm to those
resources. Please note that, as part of the continuing refinement of the MCP project,
an approximately 1.5-mile long segment of the alignment of Alternative 9 Modified,
the preferred alternative, was shifted south, away from the San Jacinto Wildlife Area.
As a result, the MCP project will no longer require the permanent incorporation of
any land from the San Jacinto Wildlife Area into a transportation facility. Refer to
Section 2.5.6.1, Alignment Refinement in the Vicinity of the San Jacinto Wildlife
Area, on page 2-98, for additional discussion regarding the realignment of Alternative
9 Modified away from the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. No further response is

necessary.

F-2-2

A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was developed to minimize adverse effects of
the MCP Build Alternatives on historic properties. New Section 5.7.5, Memorandum
of Agreement, starting on page 5-48 in Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, in the
Final EIR/EIS, describes the consultation process for the MOA and the measures
inciuded in the MOA to minimize the project effects on historic properties. The MOA
is provided in Appendix U, Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal
Highway Administration and the California State Historic Preservation Officer
Regarding the Mid County Parkway Project, in the Final EIR/EIS.

' Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not

provided.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION X F"3
-75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
APR 5201
Tay Dam
Federal Highway Administration
Los Angeles Metro Office
888 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1850
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Subject: EPA comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Mid

County Parkway, Riverside County, California (CEQ # 20130015)
Dear Mr. Dam:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Mid County Parkway (MCP), Riverside County, California. Our
comments are provided under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on
Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), and Section
309 of the Clean Air Act. Based upon our review, we have rated the proposed action as Environmental
Concerns- Insufficient Information (EC-2). See attached “Summary of the EPA Rating System” for a
description of the rating, The basis for the rating is summarized below and further detailed in our
enclosed comments.

Federal Highway Administration, Caltrans, and Riverside County Transportation Commission have
prepared a Supplemental Draft EIS to improve east-west transportation in western Riverside County
between Interstate 215 in the west and State Route (SR) 79 in the east. The Draft EIS examined a larger
32-mile corridor from SR 79 further west to Interstate 15. EPA provided comments on the Draft EIS on
January 8, 2009, rating the proposed action as Environmental Concerns-Insufficient Information (EC-2),
and subsequently reviewed an Administrative Supplemental Draft EIS on February 6, 2012. The project
has followed the National Environmental Policy Act and Clean Water Action Section 404 Integration
Process for Federal Aid Surface Transportation Projects in California Memorandum of Understanding
(NEPA/404 MOU). EPA participates in the MCP Small Working Group which provides an interagency
forum for early feedback during the development of the EIS and facilitates the NEPA/404 MOU
process. EPA has provided agreement on the project's revised purpose and need statement (July 21,
2010), agreement on the modified range of alternatives to carry forward in the Supplemental Draft EIS
(January 31, 2011), and comments on several revised draft technical documents which support the
Supplemental Draft EIS.

In the attached detailed comments, EPA expresses environmental concerns with the project’s impacts to:
1) the San Jacinto River flocdway from the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation and, 2) the Perris
Valley Storm Drain channel that could potentially limit future setback levee flood protection designs
from the Alternative 4 Modified proposed bridge that parallels the channel. EPA also recommends

utilizing a watershed approach, consistent with the 2008 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and EPA \/

F-3-1

F-3-2



Compensatory Mitigation Rule, to identify the most beneficial opportunities to mitigate for impacts to A
Waters of the U.S. EPA also provides comments to further minimize impacts to a neighborhood in the
City of Perris that will be divided by Alternative 9 Modified; to continue working closely with tribal
governments and groups to address affected tribal sites that are eligible for listing in the National F-3-
Register of Historic Places; and, when available, to use U.S. EPA Tier 3 and Tier 4 construction
equipment to further reduce construction emifgichss iy,

As next steps for this project, EPA will continue to engage in the Small Working Group and provide
comments as described in the NEPA/404 MOU and pursuant to NEPA, CEQ regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. We are also available to continue working with the F-3-2
Small Working Group to further refine the design of project alternatives to avoid and minimize impacts
to resources and to discuss mitigation options.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Draft EIS. We look forward to
continued coordination on this project. When the Final EIS is released for public review, please send
one hard copy and three electronic copies to the address above (mail code: CED-2) at the same time it is
officially filed with our Washington, D.C. Office. If you have any questions, please contact Susan
Sturges, the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-947-4188 or sturges.susan @epa.gov.

F-3-2

Sincerely,

WQM;ZS—

Connell Dunning, Transportation Team
Supervisor '
Environmental Review Office
Communities and Ecosystems Division

CC via email: Marie Petry, Caltrans District 8
. Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Commission
Shawn Oliver, Federal Highway Administration
Karin Cleary-Rose, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Susan Meyer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jeff Brandt, California Department of Fish and Game
Rob McCann, LSA Associates, Inc.
John Chisholm, Caltrans District 11



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a meansto summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a
combination of alphabeticat categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories
for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmenta! impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The
review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more
than minor changes to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce
the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

"EQ" (Environmental Objecuons)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantinl changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alterative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

"EU'" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory
from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmenta! quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts. If the potentially unsansfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1" (Adegualte)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of the
alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer
may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be avoided in
order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are
within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action.
The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

"Category 3" (Inadequate)
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action, or the
EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analysed in
the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes
that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full
public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA andfor
Section 309 review, and thus-should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised
draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the
CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.



EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
MID COUNTY PARKWAY, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, APRIL 5, 2013

Perris Valley Storm Drain

Based on the information provided, EPA has concerns with the Alternative 4 Modified bridge alignment
that would parallel the Perris Valley Storm Drain. In addition to having greater impacts to the channel,
the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) indicates that this alternative would also
require bridge piers temporarily located in the 100-year floodplain until future levees are constructed.
EPA is concerned that locating the bridge next to the channe] wonld potentially limit future flood control
project designs; specifically that it would preclude the use of setback levees resulting in levees adjacent
to the channel. Confined channels typically degrade faster and more significantly during flood events
than do channels with an active floodplain. In confrast, bridge designs for Alternatives 5 Modified and 9
Modified cross the channel perpendicular to flow and would have less impact on the channel and would
not have the same limiting effect on future flood project designs.

Recommendation: EPA recommends that Caltrans not identify Alternative 4 Modified Perris
Valley Storm Drain bridge alignmernt as the preferred alternative due to greater impacts on the

channel and potential to limit flood control opportunities in the future,

San Jacinto River Bridge at Lakeview

Due to the reduced floodway encroachment, the San Jacinto River Bridge proposal is environmentally
preferable to its Design Variation. The bridge would be built for all three Alternatives (4 Modified, 5
Modified, and 9 Modified) and would include a 4,321 fi. deck on columns crossing perpendicular to
flow, as shown in Figure 3.9.4 in the Supplemental Draft EIS. Alternatively, the Design Variation
shown in Figure 3.9.5 would include two sections on columns (531 ft. and 1,941 ft.) and 1,849 linear ft.
of fill on either end of the bridges resulting in encroachment in the San Jacinto River 100-year
floodplain, The Design Variation would result in structures (fill) in the San Jacinto River floodplain.
Placing fill that would obstruct 100-year flood flows could result in impacts to the river upstream and
downstream of the bridge. : )

Recommendation: EPA recommends that Caltrans commit to the San Jacinto River Bridge
proposal because it would result in fewer impacts to the 100-year floodplain.

Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Mitigation _

The Conceptual Mitigation Plan (Appendix M) is intended to comply with the 2008 Corps and EPA
Compensatory Mitigation Rule and lays out a framework for the future approach to offsetting
unavoidable impacts. The EPA appreciates the commitment to work with state and federal agencies to
develop a compensatory mitigation plan and requests having the Small Work Group further discuss
mitigation in preparation for the project’s forthcoming preliminary Least Environmental Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) checkpoint under the National Environmental Policy Act and Section
404 Integration Process Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). Potential on- and off-site mitigation
opportunities have been identified and mapped in the Supplemental Draft EIS. Many of these locations
may not be ideal given their proximity to the proposed Mid County Parkway (MCP) alignment, the
heavily degraded condition of the resource (i.e., ditches, concrete lining), and the effects of surrounding
land use (i.e., agriculture, quarries, development, roadways). Consistent with the requirements of the
Mitigation Rule, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) should implement a watershed approach to determine what potential mitigation

sites are appropriate. Existing plans, like the Western Riverside County Multi Species Habitat \
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Conservation Plan and the San Jacinto/Santa Margarita River Watersheds Special Area Management /\

Plan, should be used to identify stream and wetland mitigation projects that would be of greatest benefit.
Third-party mitigation banks and/or in-lieu fee programs should also be explored. These discussions
should begin well before submitting an application to the Corps for a Section 404 permit and the
appl]cant should work toward completing mitigation before project impacts occur to avoid or minimize
temporal impacts.

Recommendation: In preparation for the preliminary LEDPA checkpoint and the Final EIS,
include EPA and other federal and state agencies, in compensatory mitigation discussions early
on and utilize a watershed approach, consistent with the Mitigation Rule, to identify the most
beneficial opportunities. Update the conceptual mitigation plan, reflecting agency coordination
and more targeted mitigation options in the watershed, and include the updated plan in the Final
EIS.

Coordination and Consultation with Tribal Governments

Chapter 5 of the Supplemental Draft EIS documents extensive outreach and coordination beginning in
February 2005 with a number of tribes, including but not limited to the Morongo Band of Indians
(Morongo), Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians,
Cahuilla Band of Indians (Cahuilla), Gabrieleno/Tongva-San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
(Gabrieleno/Tongva-San Gabriel), Ramona Band of Cahuilla Indians (Ramona), Soboba Band of
Luisefio Indians (Soboba), Pala Band of Mission Indians, and the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
(Pechanga). In November 2006, consultation on the Extended Phase 1 Testing survey began with six of
these tribes that requested continued involvement with the project (Cahuilla, Gabrieleno/Teongva-San
Gabriel, Morongo, Pechanga, Soboba, and Ramona tribes). Continuing tribal consultation has
ultimately identified that there are five sites assumed eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places and one site eligible for listing. The Supplemental Draft EIS indicates that a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be developed for affected sites and included in the Final EIS.

Recommendations:

o Please confirm if any formal government-to-government consultation has occurred (or will
occur) with potentially impacted tribes.

o In the Final EIS, describe any additional coordination that occurs prior to the Final EIS

- publication and the outcome of consultation; additional issues that were raised (if any); and

how those issues and previous concerns shared during the development of the Draft and
Supplemental E1Ss were addressed in the selection of the proposed alternative. Describe
how impacts to tribal or cultural resources will be avoided or mitigated consistent with
Séction 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

e Include the finalized MOA in the Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) to commit to
identified mitigation measures.

Community Character and Cohesion and Residential Relocations

Chapter 2 (Project Alternatives) indicates that the proposed corridors follow a Caltrans Typical standard
with sufficient rights of way to accommodate a multimodal transportation facility, including a wide 62-
foot median that could accommodate a future travel lane or a transit facility if warranted by future travel
demand beyond 2040. Further, the Supplemental Draft EIS indicates that right of way needs vary from \
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220 feet to 660 feet in width as a result of topography, features of the natural and built environment, anJ\

design requirements (p. 2-19).

Alternative 9 Modified was shifted 1000 feet north to avoid impacts Fire Station No. 90 and Paragon
Park from the original Alternative 9 footprint analyzed in the Draft EIS. Alternative 9 Modified will
result in 102 residential acquisitions, displacing a total of 659 occupants (or 675 with selection of SIN
DV design option) and dividing the neighborhood in the city of Perris along Perris Boulevard between
Placentia Avenue and Rider Street by separating approximately 20 homes south of the freeway and 315
homes north of the freeway. While EPA recognizes that FHWA and RCTC propose to construct the
MCP freeway below grade through this community to further minimize impacts and to address
connectivity of this neighborhood with the construction of an overcrossing at Placentia Avenue to
provide access between these two areas and to nearby community facilities, the Final EIS should clarify
if other design considerations were proposed (or could be taken), such as reducing right of way, to
further minimize residential displacements and effects to community character and cohesion, In
addition, FHWA and RCTC should clarify if specific minimization and mitigation recommendations
were provided by the affected community and considered for the project.

Recommendations:

e Consider opportunities to minimize right of way impacts to further reduce the need to
relocate residences and to reduce community cohesion impacts,

e  Work with affected neighborhoods in the City of Perris to further minimize the burden of a
new major transportation corridor on this community and to mitigate for anticipated effects.
Document any new changes or measures and incorporate into the Final EIS and ROD.

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATS)

EPA continues to disagree with the claim on page 3.14-28 that “...the tools and techniques for assessing
project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime MSAT exposure remain limited. These
limitations impede the ability to evaluate how the potential health risks posed by MSAT exposure
should be factored into project-level decision-making within the context of NEPA”. EPA recommends
eliminating incorrect statements regarding technical shortcomings and uncertain science in the Final
EIS. Tools and models are available that EPA (as well as other agencies) routinely use effectively. EPA
notes that Section 4.4 of the document looks at health risks from diesel vehicles for California
Environmental Quality Act purposes.

Both EPA and California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) have
long-standing experience and published, peer-reviewed guidance for evaluating long-term health effects,
including cancer risk. EPA has published an Air Toxics Risk Assessment Reference Library
(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/fera/risk_atra_main.html) that addresses how to develop appropriate exposure
scenarios in a risk assessment. Similarly, California OEHHA has hot spot risk assessment guidance
published in support of California’s Air Toxics "Hot Spots"” Information and Assessment Act of 1987
(a.k.a. AB2588, http://\'ivww.oehha.ca.govlairmot_spots/pdfi}HQAguidefmal.pdt). The March 2007 report
entitled “Analyzing, Documenting, and Communicating the Impacts of Mobile Source Air Toxic
Emissions in the NEPA Process” conducted for the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Standing Committee on the Environment and funded by the

Transportation Research Board (http://www.trb.org/NotesDocs/25-25(18) FR.pdf) also discusses

available methodologies and tools. .
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Construction Emissions Reductions

EPA recommends replacing the mobile and stationary source control measure (p. 3.14-44) for use of
Tier 2 equipment with the following:

If practicable, lease new, clean equipment meeting the most stringent of applicable Federal'
or State Standards®. In general, meet and ideally go beyond CARB requirements for in-use
diesel engines and equipment, particularly for non-road construction fleets. Through
December 31, 2014, ensure that all construction equipment meets or exceeds equivalent F-3-11
emissions performance to that of U.S. EPA Tier 3 standards for non-road engines. From
January 1, 2015 onward, ensure that all construction equipment meets or exceeds equivalent
emissions performance to that of U.S. EPA Tier 4 standards for non-road engines.

While EPA is aware that RCTC has previously indicated that Tier 4 equipment was not included due to
limited availability, given the long construction window due to potential project phasing, EPA believes
the above measure still allows for use of other readily available clean equipment if Tier 4 is unavailable
in the near future, while advocating for Tier 4 equipment once it becomes available.

' EPA's website for nonroad mobile sources is http://www.epa.gov/nonroad/.
2 For ARB emissions standards, see: http:/fwww.arb.ca.gov/msprop/offroad/offroad.htm.
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Appendix S Responses to Comments

This comment letter includes supporting information that does not raise specific
environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not bracketed
and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter. However,
RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this comment
letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed did not
make substantive comments that required substantive responses.

F-3-1

This comment documents the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
rating of the proposed action as Environmental Concerns — Insufficient Information
(EC-2). Please refer to the responses to comments F-3-3 through F-3-11, below, for
responses to the individual EPA comments on the proposed project that were the
basis of EPA’s EC-2 rating for the project. This comment also documents EPA’s
continued participation in the NEPA/404 Integration Process and the MCP Small
Working Group (now the Resource Agency Coordination group).

F-3-2

This comment lists EPA’s environmental concerns regarding the environmental
effects of the proposed project. Please refer to the responses to comments F-3-3
through F-3-11, below, for responses to the individual EPA comments on the
proposed project listed in this comment.

F-3-2a

It is acknowledged that EPA has continued to participate in the NEPA/404 Integration
Process and the MCP Small Working Group (now the Resource Agency Coordination
group), including participation in continued refinement of the alternatives to further
reduce or avoid impacts, and discussion of mitigation options to address project
impacts.

F-3-2b

The Final EIS will be transmitted to the EPA San Francisco office at the same time
that it is released for public review with the Washington, D.C. office. Refer to

! Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.
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Appendix § Responses to Comments

Section 7.1 Federal Agencies, in the Final EIR/EIS, which includes addresses and
mail stops for both the San Francisco and Washington, D.C. EPA offices.

F-3-3

This comment cites EPA’s preference that the Alternative 4 Modified Perris Valley
Storm Drain bridge alignment not be identified as the preferred alternative, based on
concerns regarding the potential effects of the MCP in Alternative 4 Modified within
the Perris Valley Storm Drain, including potential conflicts with planned
improvements in that floodplain. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and
identify the preferred altemative for the MCP project is described in Section 2.5.5,
Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As
discussed in Section 2.5.5, Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge
Design Variation (SJRB DV) was identified as the preferred altemative.

F-3-4

Although the STRB DV includes two sections of columns (531 ft and 1,941 ft,
respectively) and 1,849 linear feet of fill (approximately 10 acres) instead of bridge
columns, this encroachment into the San Jacinto River 100-year floodplain will not
result in hydrologic/hydraulic or biological impacts to the San Jacinto River. To
address the commenter’s concerns about floodplain encroachment impacting the river
upstream and downstream of the proposed bridge, the existing and proposed bridge
conditions are explained below in more detail. Three distinct areas were analyzed as
part of the EIR/EIS process and results of that analysis are summarized in Section 3.9,
Hydrology and Floodplains, in the Final EIR/EIS.

First, there is the area upstream (north) of the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge
(this existing bridge will not be modified by any of the MCP Build Alternatives). The
100-year floodplain for the area upstream of the MCP crossing of the river goes into
the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. For that area, the analysis determined that there would
be a maximum of 0.16 ft of water surface elevation (WSE) change as a result of the
SJRB DV. The water surface upstream of the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge
would rise a maximum of 0.16 ft and the flow velocity would decrease by a
maximum of approximately 0.6 ft per second (fps) for a reach spanning
approximately 82 ft upstream of the existing bridge structure. The rise in water
surface would be minimal. A 0.16 ft rise in flow depth in a 100-year event represents
a 1.3 percent increase in calculated flow depth. This small increase would not be
observable in a 100-year event. This calculation is the numerical difference in a
hydraulic model that is beyond the precision warranted for a river system the size of
the San Jacinto River. However, the corresponding decrease in flow velocity
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represents a 9 percent reduction in the erosive potential of the river. The reduced flow
velocity reduces the erosive potential of flow upstream of the existing Ramona
Expressway. The Upper San Jacinto River Sediment Transport Study, San Jacinto,
CA (United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 2008) indicated
that 6,000 tons of bed material are deposited in the segment of the San Jacinto River
between Lake Park Drive and Bridge Street in an average year of river flow due to the
existing concave bed profile. This equates to 90 percent of the sediment transported
from the upper watershed. Therefore, it would be expected that the San Jacinto River
would have an increased sediment-carrying capacity downstream of Bridge Street
and, therefore, the relative decrease in flow rate that would result from the SIRB DV
would reduce the erosion potential of the river, which would be a benefit of the MCP
Build Alternatives.

The second area is downstream of the proposed STRB DV. This area would not
experience any change in WSE and flow rate/velocity as a result of the SJRB DV.
The behavior of the water downstream of the STRB DV is controlled by the existing
Ramona Expressway Bridge, which will remain in place and would not be changed
by the MCP Build Alternatives. Therefore, because of the existing Ramona
Expressway Bridge, there would be no discernible change in the water levels or water
footprint as a result of the fill needed to construct the SJRB DV. In the existing and
proposed (i.e., with SJRB DV) conditions, the area downstream of the proposed STRB
DV has a flow depth of approximately 8.73 ft and a flow velocity of 2.4 fps. There
would be no change to the downstream conditions with the SJRB DV and, therefore,
there would be no change to biological resources downstream of the STRB DV.

The third area is between the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge and the proposed
SJIRB DV. This area is approximately 4,000 ft long and approximately 118 ft wide in
an area between these two bridges. This area would be affected by abutments for the
SJRB DV and would experience a WSE rise of 3.2 ft although this increase would
only occur in a 26 ft wide area upstream of the proposed SJRB DV and downstream
of the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge. This area would also experience a WSE
elevation change, which would be a benefit as the flow velocity would be decreased
by 4.3 fps and would reduce the erosive potential of the San Jacinto River during a
100-year event.

Based on the analysis results described above, because there would be negligible
changes to the velocity and WSE elevations upstream of the existing Ramona
Expressway Bridge, and no observable difference in the downsiream portion of the
proposed SJRB DV from the existing 100-year conditions without the project, there

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 579



Appendix § Responses to Comments

would not be any expected impacts to the existing biological resources (i.e., plants) in
those areas. For the area between the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge and the
proposed SJIRB DV, there would be an increase in land that is currently not
underwater that would be underwater during a 100-year event. RCTC will provide
mitigation for the loss of area that supports habitat suitable for long-term conservation
for San Jacinto Valley crownscale, Coulter’s goldfields, and smooth tarplant (as
shown on Figure 3.17.3 on page 3.17-29 in the Final EIR/EIS), as well as alkali
communities in the San Jacinto River floodplain at Lakeview, as described in Table
3.17.D on page 3.17-22 and discussed on page 3.17-21 in the Final EIR/EIS. A
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) for each
of the biological resources impacted within the project footprint (including the area
between the Ramona Expressway and the MCP bridges) is described in the Mid
County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014), which is provided
in Appendix T, Westem Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan Consistency Determination, in the Final EIR/EIS. Section 4.3.2, DBESP for
CASSA Species, starting on page 60 in the MSHCP Consistency Determination,
provides specific measures to address the project effects on San Jacinto Valley
crownscale, Coulter’s goldfields, and smooth tarplant.

Although the STRB DV has greater impacts than the Base Case for four
environmental criteria (aquatic ecosystems functions and values, water quality
construction impacts, sensitive plant communities, and the Western Riverside County
MSHCP), it does not result in additional impacts to waters of the United States or to
any other listed or special-status plant or animal species in that area. In addition, the
County of Riverside has expressed a preference for the STRB DV because of the
substantial cost savings, resulting in the ability for RCTC and the County to fund
other needed fransportation improvements in western Riverside County. As a result,
when considering the additional impacts to San Jacinto River alkali plant
communities and the Western Riverside County MSHCP Criteria Area and
Conservation Area (both of which are fully mitigated through RCTC’s compliance
with MSHCP) in comparison to the extra cost of $30 million for the longer bridge
(i.e., the Base Case design), the SIRB DV is a cost-effective design variation that is
acceptable to the affected community and will meet the project purpose with minimal
additional environmental impacts.

The analysis and summary provided above was included in the NEPA/404
Checkpoint 3 Package (December 18, 2013) provided in Appendix M, Mid County
Parkway Preferred Alternative/Preliminary LEDPA Identification (NEP A/404
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Checkpoint 3), in the Final EIR/EIS. As documented in the EPA letter dated February
10, 2014, the EPA concurred on the identification of Alternative 9 Modified with
SJRB DV as the Preliminary LEDPA.

As discussed above in this response to comment, there would be negligible changes in
the velocity and WSE elevations upstream of the existing Ramona Expressway bridge
and no observable difference in the downstream part of the River compared to the No
Build Alternative. For further information, please refer also to Section 3.5.3, Master
Response for the San Jacinto River Bridge, on page S-44 and Section 3.5.1, Master
Response Related to the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, on page S-16.

F-3-5

This comment requests further development of mitigation to satisfy Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (CWA) and specifically refers to the Conceptual Mitigation Plan
(note: that Plan was provided in Appendix P in the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS, rather than Appendix M as stated in the comment). The
comment states that the Conceptual Mitigation Plan is intended to comply with the
2008 United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and EPA Compensatory
Mitigation Rule. That is not the intent of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan. The plan is
intended to provide a framework for further development of more specific mitigation
actions. The development of more specific mitigation actions has occurred and is
documented in the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for USACE
Jurisdictional Waters provided in Appendix P, Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring
Plan, in this Final EIR/EIS (replacing the Conceptual Mitigation Plan provided in
Appendix P in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS).

As suggested in the comment, RCTC has continued to work with the EPA through the
Small Working Group (now the Resource Agency Coordination Group) which
includes the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the USACE, the FHWA, and Caltrans. The
overall habitat mitigation must satisfy the DBESP requirement of the Western
Riverside County MSHCP, CDFW policies for mitigation pursuant to Section 1602 of
the Fish and Game Code, and the USACE and EPA Compensatory Mitigation Rule
for CWA impacts. The Compensatory Mitigation Rule emphasizes a watershed
approach to identifying mitigation sites. A watershed approach is defined in Section
230.92 of the Compensatory Mitigation Rule as: “...an analytical process for making
compensatory mitigation decisions that support the sustainability or improvement of
aquatic resources in a watershed. It involves consideration of watershed needs, and
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how locations and types of compensatory mitigation projects address those needs.”
RCTC inittated this approach with the Conceptual Mitigation Plan provided in
Appendix P in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, and assessed
mitigation options based on the requirements of the Western Riverside County
MSHCP and high priority conservation areas identified for the once proposed (but
currently inactive) San Jacinto/Santa Margarita Watersheds Special Area
Management Plan (SAMP). However, there are no established watershed-based
mitigation banks and in-lieu fee mitigation programs, which are encouraged by the
Compensatory Mitigation Rule, in the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the
San Jacinto/Santa Margarita SAMP areas. Furthermore, the USACE has emphasized
a preference for no net loss of waters of the United States. The result of these
circumstances is that on-site, applicant-sponsored mitigation is a component of the
best available mitigation options, despite the drawbacks to that approach mentioned
in the comment. As documented in their comment letter dated June 11, 2014 (copy
provided in Appendix J of the Final EIR/EIS) on the Draft HMMP, the USACE
confirmed that no third-party compensatory mitigation option exists within the San
Jacinto River watershed with an appropriate service area that encompasses the MCP
project area, and therefore, permittee responsible mitigation as proposed in the Draft
HMMP is appropriate for mitigating impacts to jurisdictional waters of the United
States. In the email transmission of the letter to RCTC, the USACE also forwarded
comments from the USEPA on the Draft HMMP. Comment EPA-1 in that email
acknowledges that no in-lieu fee or other compensatory mitigation option exists
within the San Jacinto River watershed and that permittee responsible mitigation
within the San Jacinto River watershed is the only option available at this time.

The comments from both USACE and USEPA requested that, should an in-lieu fee
program be developed and become available within the San Jacinto River watershed
with an appropriate service area that encompasses the MCP project area, the RCTC
should consult with them to revisit the efficacy and ecological preference of using a
third-party mitigation option instead of permittee responsible mitigation. The
following text was added to Measure WET-3 on page 3.18-46 in the Final EIR/EIS:
“Should an in-lieu fee program for mitigating impacts to waters of the United States
be developed and become available within the San Jacinto River watershed with an
appropriate service area that encompasses the MCP project area, the RCTC shall
consult with USACE and USEPA to determine if a third-party mitigation option
would be preferable rather than the permittee responsible mitigation described in the
HMMP.”
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With respect to the recommendation at the end of this comment, RCTC continued
discussions and identified the most beneficial mitigation opportunities, in preparation
for the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) checkpoint
and the Final EIR/EIS. The HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters is provided in
Appendix P in this Final EIR/EIS.

F-3-6

Extensive consultation and coordination with all interested Tribes continued
throughout preparation and processing of the environmental documentation for the
MCP project. While there has been consultation conducted for the MCP, among the
FHW A, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), RCTC, and the
Native American Tribes who have requested continued involvement with the project
(Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Cahuilla Band of Indians, Gabrieleno/
Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, Gabrielino Tongva Nation, Morongo
Band of Mission Indians, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians, Ramona Band of
Cahuilla, San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians;
those Tribes are Concurring Parties to the MOA), it was not formal “government-to-
government consultation,” which must be conducted between a federal agency and at
the request of a federally recognized Tribe. None of the interested Tribes have
requested formal government-to-government consultation.

Please note that the MOA and the Discovery and Monitoring Plan for the Mid County
Parkway (provided as Attachment D to the MOA) identify one property (Site 33-
16598) as National Register eligible under Criteria A, C, and D, and four properties
(Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866) assumed to be eligible for the
MCP project, for a total of five properties evaluated as National Register eligible
properties, not a total of six properties as noted in this comment.

F-3-7

The additional consultation and coordination with the Tribes conducted prior to the
completion of the Final EIR/EIS and the results of that process are summarized in
new Section 5.7.5, Memorandum of Agreement, starting on page 5-43 in Chapter 5,
Comments and Coordination, in the Final EIR/EIS. Section 5.7.5 describes the
continuing and extensive consultation with a number of Tribes (Agua Caliente Band
of Cahuilla Indians, Cahuilla Band of Indians, Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band
of Mission Indians, Gabrielino Tongva Nation, Morongo Band of Mission Indians,
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians, Ramona Band of Cahuilla, San Manuel Band of
Mission Indians, and Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians; those Tribes are Concurring
Parties to the MOA); the development of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA);
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and the avoidance and mitigation measures included in the MOA to minimize the
project effects on historic properties consistent with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. That summary also describes additional issues that were
raised and how those issues and previous concerns were addressed. As documented in
the Native American consultation correspondence provided in Appendix J, Chapter 5
Supplemental Attachments, in the Final EIR/EIS, the additional issues raised during
the consultation for the MOA were not related to any new impacts of the project or
changes in significance determinations under CEQA, but were focused on ensuring
that the mitigation commitments included in the MOA addressed the effects of the
project on a cultural landscape level as well as at the site level.

F-3-8

The MOA commits to specific avoidance and mitigation measures to address project
effects on historic properties. The MOA is included in Appendix U, Memorandum of
Agreement Between the Federal Highway Administration and the California State
Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Mid County Parkway Project, in the Final
EIR/EIS and the commitments stipulated in the MOA will be included in the Record

of Decision.

F-3-9

In the area between Interstate 215 (I-215) and Evans Road for Alternative 9 Modified,
several alignments and interchange locations and configurations were evaluated to
minimize impacts to community character and cohesion. As documented in the
October 2008 Draft EIR/EIS, the previous alignment of Alternative 9 Modified would
have reduced the size of Paragon Park by 9.85 acres, to less than half of its current
size (Table 3.1-B on page 3.1-42 of the Draft EIR/EIS) and required relocation of a
fire station (page 3.5-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS). RCTC, the consultant team, Caltrans,
and the City of Perris worked collaboratively to arrive at the alternative presented in
Chapter 2.0, Project Alternatives, in the Final EIR/EIS, while still meeting Caltrans
design standards in the Highway Design Manual (HDM). The distances from
shoulders to retaining walls were reduced where possible between Perris Boulevard
and Evans Road, while still maintaining Caltrans design standards for sight distance
and other standards. In the 2008 Draft EIR/Draft EIS, both a depressed (below grade)
and elevated facility were evaluated and after discussions with the City of Perris, the
depressed (below grade) facility was preferred because it will allow for better
community cohesion. No specific minimization and mitigation recommendations
were provided by members of the affected community during the public review of the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The City of Perris’ specific
recommendations are listed in City Resolution 4428 included in Appendix J of the
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Final EIR/EIS. During final design, additional opportunities to minimize right of way
acquisition needs will continue to be investigated and included in the final project

design.

F-3-10

The subsection titled “Mobile Source Air Toxics” starting on page 3.14-27 in Section
3.14, Air Quality, in the Final EIR/EIS discloses the potential for impacts from
mobile source air toxics (MSATS) to the extent that current scientific information
allows. Sensitive receptors are identified, and a qualitative assessment of impacts to
the sensitive receptors (refer to the subsection titled “Qualitative Project Level MSAT
Analysis” starting on page 3.14-32), including low-income and minority
communities, was performed. Quantitative analysis for MSATSs was conducted for the
MCP project. As discussed in the subsection titled “MSAT Analysis Results” starting
on page 3.14-33 and shown in Table 3.14.S (on page 3.14-34):

“The analysis indicates that a substantial decrease in MSAT emissions
can be expected between the existing (2008) and future (2020 and
2040) No Build conditions. This decrease is prevalent throughout the
highest-priority MSATSs and the analyzed alternatives. This decrease is
also consistent with the aforementioned EPA study that projects a
substantial reduction in on-highway emissions of benzene,
formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde between 2000 and
2050. Based on the analysis for this project, reductions in MSATs
expected by 2040 are: 48 percent of diesel PM, 55 percent of benzene,
69 percent of 1,3-butadiene, 69 percent of acrolein, and 57 percent of
formaldehyde. These projected reductions are achieved while total
VMTs increase by 113 percent between 2008 and 2040.

As shown in Table 3.14.S, in 2020 and 2040, implementation of the
proposed MCP Build Alternatives would result in a slight increase in
MSAT emissions within the MCP project vicinity compared to the No
Build conditions. However, the MCP project’s increase in MSAT
emissions would be negligible with no increase higher than 1.1 pounds
per day, for benzene, an increase of 0.4 percent. In addition, when
compared to the existing conditions, the existing plus MCP project
conditions would result in a small decrease in regional MSAT

emissions.

In summary, while Alternative 4 Modified would result in a small
increase in localized MSAT emissions compared to the No Build
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conditions, the EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet
turmover, will result in substantial reductions over time that will result
in regionwide MSAT levels to be substantially lower than they are
today.”

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the
CAA Amendments of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the EPA regulate 188
air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA has assessed this
expansive list in their rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile
Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and
identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in
their Integrated Risk Information System.

The 2007 EPA rule mentioned above requires controls that will dramatically decrease
MSAT emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. According to an FHWA
analysis using EPA’s MOBILE®6.2 model, even if vehicle activity increases by

145 percent as assumed, a combined reduction of 72 percent in the total annual
emission rate for the priority MSAT is projected from 1999 to 2050. The large
decrease in MSAT emissions between 2008 and 2020 is due to the implementation of
the exhaust controls required by EPA’s 2007 rule.

FHWA has indicated that quantitative analysis (i.c., dispersion modeling) cannot
provide any meaningful comparison of alternatives and, in fact, may provide
misleading information as to the current understanding of MSATs and the capabilities
of current tools (in Appendix C of the interim MSAT guidance). As part of its
development of the FHWA interim MSAT guidance, FHWA conducted a thorough
review of the scientific information related to MSATs from transportation sources.
The results of that review are discussed in Appendix C of the September 2009 MSAT
guidance (source: http://web.archive.org/web/20101109164106/
http:/www.thwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy and guidance/
100109guidmem.cfm).

As a result of that review, FHWA concluded that the available technical tools do not
enable reliable estimation of pollutant exposure concentrations or prediction of
project-specific health impacts of the emissions changes associated with alternatives
for transportation projects. Therefore, at this time, FHWA does not support dispersion
modeling.

As Lead Agency under CEQA, RCTC undertook additional analysis of health risks
during construction and operation of the MCP project. The results of that analysis
were included in Attachment A of the Recirculated Sections of Chapter 4.0 of the

5-86 Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation



Appendix S Responses fo Comments

Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Mid County Parkway Project
(January 2014). That analysis concluded that the MCP project would not result in
significant health risk impacts under CEQA during construction or operation of the
project.

F-3-11

This comment recommends modifying Measure AQ-2 (on page 3.14-43 in the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS), to include the use of Tier 3 and
Tier 4 off-road construction equipment. The sixth bullet point in Measure AQ-2, on
page 3.14-44 in Section 3.14, Air Quality, in the Final EIR/EIS, was revised as
follows to include the use of Tier 3 off-road equipment:

» Use new, clean (diesel or retrofitted diesel) equipment meeting the most stringent
applicable federal or state standards and commit to the best available emissions
control technology. Use Tier 3, or higher, engines for construction equipment with
a rated horsepower exceeding 75. Use Tier 2, or higher, engines for construction
equipment with a rated horsepower of less than 75. If nonroad construction
equipment that meets or exceeds Tier 2 or Tier 3 engine standards is not
available, the Construction Contractor will be required to use the best available
emissions control technologies on all equipment,

The comment acknowledges that RCTC has previously indicated Tier 4 equipment
was not included due to limited availability of that type of equipment. RCTC
continues to assert that requiring restrictions on equipment and materials greater than
those currently listed in the mitigation measures would limit the number of
contractors that could bid on the final design and construction of the MCP project.
This could potentially result in smaller, minority, and disadvantaged firms being
unable to compete effectively for parts of construction contracts because they do not
have access to Tier 4 equipment and/or potentially increasing the project costs by
requiring contractors to acquire Tier 4 equipment in order to bid on the construction
contracts. However, as noted above, Measure AQ-2 requires the use of the best
available emission control technologies. These technologies include the use of
equipment meeting Tier 2 and Tier 3, or higher, engine standards. Therefore, Tier 4
construction equipment will be used if it is available at the time of project
construction.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0 BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF: April 8, 2013
Office of the Chief,
Regulatory Division

Mr. Tay Dam

Federal Highway Administration
California Division

650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Dam:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has reviewed the combined Re-circulated
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(RDEIR/SDEIS) for the Mid-County Parkway (MCP) project located in western Riverside
County, California. This letter transmits our comments on the proposed 16-mile-long, six-lane
limited access transportation facility located between State Route 79 and Interstate 215. The
Corps has assigned File No. SPL-2013-00225 to this project; any future correspondence with our
office should reference to this file numiber.

The RDEIR/SDEIS has been prepared by the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the
State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to comply with the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
RCTC is the project proponent and lead agency under CEQA and FHWA is the lead agency
under NEPA.

The purpose of the MCP project is to provide effective and efficient regional west-east
movement of people, goods and services between and through the cities of Perris and San
Jacinto. Four build alternatives are examined in the RDEIR/SDEIS, plus two No Action
alternatives and the No Federal/404 Action alternative (i.e., an alternative that would not involve
the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States and therefore, would not] £ 4 4,
require the Corps to render a section 404 permit decision). According to information presented
in the RDEIR/SDEIS, approximately 6.6 acres to 7.3 acres of jurisdictional waters of the United
States would be permanently impacted, depending on the build alternative selected. Of the total
acreage of permanent impacts to waters of the United States, 2.0 to 2.2 acres are wetlands that
would be permanently lost as a result of the discharge of fill material.

As a cooperating agency under NEPA, the Corps’ participation in the MCP
RDEIR/SDEIS and environmental evaluation process has been governed by the procedures set
forth in the 2006 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the NEPA/CWA 404 Integration



Process for Surface Transportation Projects in California, Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. § 1500 — § 1508, and the Corps Regulatory
Program NEPA implementing regulations at 33 C.F.R. § 325, Appendix B. Based on our special
expertise and jurisdiction by law pursuant to section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.

1344} we have provided guidance to RCTC to ensure all practicable measures are taken to avoid
and minimize adverse impacts on the aquatic environment. Our involvement has also focused on
facilitating the Corps’ ability to eventually adopt FHWA’s Final EIS for our independent NEPA
obligations related to our discretionary federal action (i.e., section 404 permit decisions).

Based on our review of the RDEIR/SDEIS, including Appendices M and P, we did not
identify any substantial unresolved issues or significant deficiencies related to the range of
alternatives or the assessment of wetlands and other aquatic resources under our geographic
jurisdiction. However, we do have several comments that we request be addressed or otherwise
resolved prior to the finalization of the joint CEQA/NEPA document. These comments are F-4-1b
provided in the attached enclosure. Of most importance, we recommend a more developed
conceptual compensatory mitigation plan that presents a greater level of detail as to where, how,
when and who will accomplish the compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to waters
of the United States. A final compensatory mitigation plan must be approved by the Corps prior
to the issuance of a section 404 standard individual permit (33 C.F.R. § 332.4(c)).

I am providing courtesy copies of this correspondence to the following individuals: Ms.
Susan Sturges, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1X, 75 Hawthome St, CED-2,
San Francisco, California 94105; Ms. Karin Cleary-Rose, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 777
East Tahquitz Canyon Way, Suite 208, Palm Springs, Cahforma 92220; Ms. Marie Petry,
Caltrans, Division of Environmental Planning, 464 West 4™ Street, MS 1222, San Bernardino,
California 92401-1400; Mr. Rob McCann, LSA Associates, Inc., 20 Executivc Park, Suite 200,
Irvine, California 92614; and Ms, Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Commission,
P.O. Box 12008, Riverside, California 92502.

Thank you for the opportunity to engage in the MCP environmental review process and
provide our input under our section 404 of the CWA authority. Should you have any questions
or need additional information, please feel free to contact Ms. Susan A. Meyer of my staff at
(808) 835-4599 or at susan.a.meyer@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

Py YA

Spencer D. MacNeil, D.Env.
Chief, Transportation and Special Projects Branch
Enclosure



ENCLOSURE: U.8. Ammy Corps of Engineers, Comments on the Mid-County Parkway
RDEIR/SDEIS (dated January 2013), Riverside County, CA

General Comments

1

Cover Sheet

Based on CEQ NEPA implementing regulations, the Corps’ logo (i.e., Corps
castle} and name should appear on the cover page of the RDEIR/SDEIS as a
cooperating agency (refer to 40 C.F.R. § 1502.11).

Chapter 2:

Alternatives

Section 2.3.2.14,
Page 2-43

This section indicates that if the construction contractor chooses to use sites
not previously considered and evaluated in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the
excavation of borrow material, additional environmental approvals for those
sites would be required at that time. To minimize the potential for
unauthorized impacts to waters of the United States and/or obviate the need
for a Department of the Army (DA) permit modification for any such
construction deviations, we recommend RCTC place restrictions on the
construction contractor such that any new or additional excavation (borrow)
areas not previously identified and permitted be sited in uplands or areas that
would avoid adverse impacts to waters of the U.S. and other environmentally
sensitive habitats and species. Any unauthorized impacts to waters of the
United States would constitute a violation under section 404 of the Clean
Water Act and could require RCTC to fund and Implement additional
compensatory mitigation.

Section 2.7, page 2~
74

Section 2.7 discusses the Corps as a cooperating agency. We suggest the last
sentence in this paragraph delete the reference to USFWS since it implies the
USFWS also intends to adopt the Final EIS for its federal action (i.e.,
consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act). To the Corps’
knowledge, this is not the case since USFWS declined to be a cooperating
agency and accordingly, in order for USFWS to adopt FHWA’s Final EIS, or
portions thereof, they would need to publicly re-circulate the NEPA
document.

Section 3.9;

Hydrology and Floodplains

Section 3.9.3, page
3.10-1

This section addresses permanent impacts to hydrology and floodplains,
including potential encroachments within the floodway of the Perris Valley
Storm Drain and the San Jacinto River. As an advisory, any proposed
alteration or modification to a federally-authorized/constructed public works
facility must be coordinated in advance with the facility’s non-Federal
sponsor and the Corps pursuant to 33 U.S.C. 408 (“Section 408). Section 408
requires the Chief of Engineers, or his designee, to grant approvatl for any
alteration or modification to a federally-authorized/constructed public works
facility to ensure the alteration would not be injurious to the public interest
and would not impair the usefulness of the work (facility). We recommend
RCTC coordinate with the Corps Los Angeles District, Asset Management
Division (AMD) to confirm whether one or both crossings would involve a
federally-authorized/constimcted public works facility and necessitate the
Corps’ approval under Section 408. The Los Angeles District Section 408
Program Manager is Mr. Phil Serpa in AMD and may be reached at (213)
452-3402 or phil.serpa{@usace.army.mil.

Section 3.9.3, page
3.10-1

Generally, the Corps does not support longitudinal encroachments info a
stream, channel or floodway/floodplain (i.e., the placement of the roadway
within the stream channel or floodway/floodplain parailel to the stream flow,

\
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as opposed to a transverse {perpendicular) spanned crossing of the stream or

floodway/floodplain). Structures and manmade embankments that encroach
into the floodway/floodplains in this manner tend to have deleterious effects
on the hydrologic regime, channel stability, water quality, and the associated
biological functions of in-stream habitats, such as wetlands and riparian
ecosystems. Specific to the Perris Vatley Storm Drain, longitudinal
encroachments by the MCP could create a physical constraint that might
foreclose on certain foture flood control options that involve less
channelization/engineered slopes and greater opportunity to reclaim the
natural floodplain dynamics through the implementation of bioengineering
techniques. For these reasons, we would generally consider those MCP build
alternatives that are designed to support crossings of major streams or
floodways/floodplains using a bridge structure that spans the stream or
floodway to have less adverse impact on the aquatic environment than those
MCP build alternatives, such as Alternative 4 Modified, that involve
longitudinal encroachments into streams or floodways/floodplains.

Section 3.10

: Water Quality and Storm Water Run-off

6

Section 3.10, pages
3.10-1 through 3.10-2

Discussions pertaining to section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the regulatory
setting and Corps permitting options located in Section 3.10 (Water Quality
and Storm Water Runoff) should be deleted as these topics are more
appropriately addressed in Section 3.18 (Wetlands and Other Waters) and in
fact, are repeated verbatim in Section 3.18. Further, the discussion on the
types of Corps permits (e.g., standard individual permit, letter of permission,
nationwide, regional general permit, etc.) does not seem particularly relevant,
but if kept within the RDEIR/SDEIS should be revised within Section 3.18
based on the proposed edits provided in comment #7 below.

Section 3.18:

Wetlands and Other Waters

Page 3.18-1, sub-
section 3.18.1

The Corps recommends the following edits: Onepurpeseofthe-Under
section 404 of the CWA is-fo-resulate-the discharge of dredged or fill

material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, is regulated by
the USACE. Waters of the [1.5. include navigable waters, interstate waters,
territorial seas and other waters that may be used in interstate or foreign

commerce. Te-classifwetlandsfor the purpeses-ofthe C\W A a-three-

sotabionwetland-hydrelosyund
hydr&&smls—ésmis—ﬁe&-med—dmaw%w{ satienfrundation)—Ad-three-parameters
mustbe-presentrunder-normal-clrctmstances—{oran-area-to-be-desipnatedas
adjuristictHonal-wetand-underthe- CWA.- Section 404 of the CWA
establishes-a-regulatersprogrant-that-providesthat prohibits the proposed
discharge of dredged or fill material info waters of the U.8, eannetbe
permitted-if a practicable alternative exists that is less damaging to the
aquatic environment, so lone as it does not result in other significant adverse
environrental consequences.-or-if-the-rations-waters-would-be-signifieantly
degraded, The-Sectond84-perprit-program-is-ron-bithe-U.8- Arnv-Corps-of
Eﬂmﬂe%%%@%%%e%wh&%e@—%nynnnm%%@m&%

Q&A&‘-l%ﬁﬁues—m e-types-of 404 permits-General-and-Standard-permits:
Thereara-two-types-ot-General permits Regional permitsand -Nationwide
permils—Resional-permiti-are-lssuedHorageneral-categery-ofastivities when
Natiopvidepermisareissued-to-authorizeavariste-ofminor-vrojeet
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i e
aetivities-with-ne+nere-thansninimal-effects:

There are two broad categories of USACE permits; general and individual
permits. Within these two categories. there are several #weo types of permits

the USACE issues, including Sstandard individual permits_(S1Ps). =
Individual-permitsand Letters of Permission (LOPS). programmatic or
regional general pevnits (PGPs or RGPs). and nationwide permits (NWPs).
Ordinarily, projects that do not meet the criteria for a general pennit. which is
the most expedient type of authorization, MatienwidePerritt-may must be
permitted under exe-of USACE s-Standard an individual permits, For
Sstandard individual permits that propose a discharpe of dredeed or fill
material in waters of the U.S., the applicant must deinonstrate to the USACE
that the proposed discharge deeision-to-appreve-is-based-an compliggance
with U.S. EPA’s Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (U.S. EPA 40 CFR Part 230);
and-whether-permitapproval-Federal regulations also require the USACE to
gvaluate and consider all relevant public interest review factors in
determining whether the proposed action is éagonfrary to the public interest,
Fhe-Secton-484-tbi-Guidelines-were-developed-y-the U5 HPA-in
conjenetionvwith HEACE and-allew-the discharce-of dredoed-or-fitbmaterind
inte-the-aguatic-system-{(waters-of the-lJ:5) only-ifthere-is-no-practicable
Hternative-whichwould-havelessadverse-effects—The Guidelines
statastipulate that USACE may not issue a penmnit if there is a practicable
alternative-RBRA to the proposed discharge that would have fewer adverse
effects on waters of the U.S ; andas long as it does not have asy other
significant adverse environimental consequences, Similarly. the USACE may
not issue a permit if the proposed action is contrary to the public interest.

Page 3,18-3

The Corps recommends sub-section 3.18.2 “Affected Environment” be
expanded to provide a general description of the aquatic resources cccurring
within the project area, describing the general status of the aquatic resources,
including whether certain reaches or hydrologic subareas are disturbed and
degraded due to human perturbations {e.g., channelization) and/or natural
stressors (e.g., presence of invasive species), as well as whether reaches or
hydrologic subareas exist that support more pristine aquatic resources. This
section should present an introduction to the baseline conditions of wetlands
and other waters so the reader gains a general understanding of the type,
extent, overall quality and distribution of aquatic resources occurring in the
MCP project area. Referring the reader to the appendices and detailed maps
embedded in the appendices to find this information is not appropriate.

Pages 3.18-3 and
3.18-4

The Corps recommends the following edits: USACE jurisdiction extends
laterally to the ordinary high water mark or beyond the ordinary high water
mark to the limit of any adjacent wetlands, if present. The ordinary high
water mark is defined as “... that line on the shore established by the
fluctuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics such as clear
natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil,
destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other
appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding area.”
In this section, USACE jurisdictional areas arc described as either wetland or
non-wetland waters of the U.S.arenss: The USACE defines wetlands as ©
those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted to life
in saturated soil condifions.” To satisfy the USACE wetland definition, an
area must possess three wetland characteristics: (1) hydrophytic vegetation,
(2) hydric soils, and (3) wetland hydrology. Generally, non-wetland waters

\
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i AR ot L

of the U.S. are those streams or drainages that exhibit within-thean ordinary
high water mark _but-that do not meet the definition of a are-wet wetlands and
can inchude perennial. interinittent and ephemeral drainages. Non-wetland
waters of the U.S. are still regulated by the USACE when they have a surface
hydrologic connection to a traditional navigable watcr (TNW) {e.u.. the
Pacific Ocean) and when the swiface hydrologic connegtion provides a
significant nexus to the downstream TNW. In other words. when it can be
demonstrated the waterway coniributes to the biological, chemical and/or
physical integrity of 4 TN'W. Note that a consistent ordinary hieh water mark
is not needed for a sigpificant nexus to exist,

10

Page 3.18-11

Subsection 3.18.2.3 “Wetland Functions” should first explain what a
functional or condition assessment is and why one was conducted for the
MCP. Previous Corps comments questioned why the Wetland Evaluation
Technique (WET) was used in addition to the ERDC riparian ecosystem
integrity assessment, although it appears the WET findings remain in the
evaluation. It some regards, it makes the discussions within this section of
the RDEIR/SDEIS confusing in terms of understanding the difference
between the two methods and the purpose or need for conducting both
assessments. Therefore, we recommend an added discussion in the
RDEIR/SDEIS that helps to explain how the WET information is expected to
be used by agency decision-makers and whether the WET results and ERDC
scores will be considered together or separately.

11

General comment

The ERDC riparian ecosystem integrity assessment methodology that was
originally developed for the Corps’ San Jacinto and Santa Margarita
Watersheds Special Area Management Plan (SAMP) and then later
expanded/updated for use on the MCP project is more or less equivalent to a
Level II assessment as defined in EPA’s Level 1-2-3 Watershed Approach.
However, it is not a true “functional assessment” or rigorous Level 1
assessment, such as an IBI. While many, including the Corps, have defautted
to referring to the ERDC riparian ecosystem integrity assessment as a
“functional assessment”, it really is not and therefore, using such terminology
may be misleading. Therefore, we recommend the text within the
RDEIR/SDEIS and appendices refer to the ERDC report as a riparian
gcosystem integrity assessment, not a functional assessment.

12

Page 3.18-12,
Table 3.18.A

For Reach 5, the table includes a footnote for all wetland functions that have
been ranked as “low”. The footnote explains all functions in Reach 5 are
considered low because no wetlands or earthen channels are present within
the footprint of the Build alternative alignments. The Corps recommends the
first column (Reach 5) in the table be changed to indicate wetlands are not
present, rather than providing a ranking of “low”. As is, it seems to imply
that wetlands exist, but just in a lower functional capacity or degraded
condition, which is misleading.

Page 3.18-12,
Table 3.18.A

The assessment of wetland functions should include all wetlands occurring
within the MCP project area, not just within the footprint of the Build
alternatives as what seems to be implied by footnote 1. The affected
environment (baseline conditions) should reflect the distribution and
conditions of all wetlands within the entire study area, particularly as this
information may relate to estimating indirect impacts to wetland functions
occurring outside the direct footprint of disturbarnce.

14

Page 3.18-12,
Table 3.18.A

The manner in which the information is displayed in the table makes it
difficult to discern the difference amongst the alternatives as compared fo the
No Action alfernative. We suggest the table either be modified or that
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additional tables be created to present the WET sébfé:é/rankinés for all
aquatic resources occurring in each of the Build alternative and the No
Action alternatives.

15

Pages 3.18-13
through 3.18-14

Section 3.18.3/1 “Permanent Impacts” should clarify whether the permanent
loss to waters of the United States includes both direct and indirect effeets.

Section 3.25

Cumulative Impacts

Pages 3.25-43
through 3.25-46

The Corps, as part of its cumulative impacts analysis, has to identify areas in
which the effects of the proposed action will be felt; the effects that are
expected in the area(s) from the proposed action; past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions that have or that are expected to have
impacts in the same area; the impacts or expected impaets from these other
actions; and the overall impact(s) that can be expected if the individual
impacts are allowed to accumulate {refer to Fritiofson v. Alexander, 772 F.2d
1225, 1245 (5th Cir. 1985)). Section 3.25.5.8 presents the existing and
reasonably foreseeable future actions within the MCP project avea, although
it does not provide a sufficient disclosure of the expected aggregate or overall
impacts should the individual project impacts accumulate. The Corps
recommends a clarifying presentation of the MCP project’s direct and
indirect impacts of the MCP in the context of the overall cumulative impacts
stemming from the reasonably foreseeable future projects shown in Figure
3.25.1. In other words, a brief discussion of the degree and intensity of the
MCP impacts in relationship to the aggregate effects of other past, current
and future projects.

Appendix M: Draft Section 404(b)

1) Alternatives Analysis

16

General comment

Ideally, the NEPA alternatives analysis should be developed to a sufficient
Tevel so that it serves both the NEPA requirement fo take a hard, objective
look at alternatives to the proposed action as well as to fulfili the substantive
requirements of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(2)(4)
indicates the analysis of alternatives required for a NEPA document where a
Corps section 404 SIP decision is involved will in most cases provide the
information for the evaluation of altetnatives under the Guidelines. Corps
national standard operating procedures also address this topic by directing
Corps districts to avoid duplication between the NEPA alternatives analysis
and the section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis. That is, documentation of a
separate alternatives analysis for NEPA and the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines
should be avoided whenever possible. Since the draft section 404(b)(1)
alternatives analysis has been completed (Appendix M) it may be most
prudent to keep this document and make any necessary corrections and/or
additions rather than doing away with Appendix M.

17

General comment

The draft section 404(b)(1) aiternatives analysis designates the LEDPA,
which is premature and a Corps determination that is not yet ripe for
decision-making. The NEPA/Section 404 Integration Process MOU calls for
the Corps’ concarrence on the Preferred Alternative and “preliminary”
LEDPA at Checkpoint 3, which is to follow the close of the public review of
the RDEIR/SDEIS. In doing so, it enables the Corps to consider public input
and comment when deterinining the “preliminary” LEDPA. Therefore, the
Corps requests all references to the LEDPA be removed or that the appendix
makes it clear a final LEDPA determination has not been rendered (but rather
a “preliminary” LEDPA decision will be forthcoming with Checkpoint 3).
The final LEDPA determination will be documented in the Corps’ Record of
Decision, which will follow the Corps’ adoption of FHWA’s Final EiS.

Appendix P: Conceptual Mitigation Plan

F-4-17

F-4-18

F-4-19
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18

General comment

e A iy HES it
The conceptual mitigation plan will require substantial and additional site-
specific information in order to comply with the standards of the 2008
Mitigation Rule. While only a conceptual mitigation plan is required for the
NEPA/Section 404 Integration Process MOU Checkpoint 3 (Prefiminary
LEDPA and Conceptual Mitigation Plan), the lack of site-specific or detajled
information in this plan makes it difficult to determine whether the
proposed/conceptual mitigation plan is sufficient and practicable in terms of
off-setting the unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.8., which ultimately
has a bearing on the compliance with the Guidelines. Assuming the primary
compensatory mitigation will be Permittee-responsible mitigation, the
conceptnal compensatory mitigation plan should give some level of assurance
that available and suitable mitigation sites exist. The conceptual plan should
also address the type of mitigation proposed (e.g., restoration, enhancement,
establishment, preservation), restoration objectives, priority areas or reaches
for restoration, candidate mitigation sites, and more information regarding the
proposed long-term management arrangements (who?) and possible financial
assurances. As required by the 2008 Mitigation Rule, a final compensatory
mitigation plan must bg approved by the Corps prior to 2 section 404
individual permit decision (emphasis added).

19

General comment

The conceptual mitigation plan acknowledges the need to implement the
Corps’ South Pacific Division Mitigation Ratio Checklist in determining the
amount of compensatory mitigation. However, it is unclear in the conceptual
mitigation plan and elsewhere in the RDEIR/SDEIS whether the results of the
WET and/or ERDC’s riparian ecosystem integrity assessment are intended to
be used in the checklist (refer to Mitigation Ratio Setting Checklist step 3).
While this information may not be necessary or appropriate for inclusion in
the next version of the conceptyal mitigation plan, RCTC should work in
cooperation with the Corps and EPA to establish how the WET and/or ERDC
scores will be used in the SPD Mitigation Ratio checklist, if at all.

Corps File No. SPL-2013-00255
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This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed

did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

F-4-1a

This comment requests that several comments, listed in the attachment, be addressed
in the Final EIR/EIS. Please refer to the responses to comments F-4-2 through F-4-21,
below, for responses to those individual comments, including the request for a more
developed compensatory mitigation plan.

Please note that the acreages of project effects on jurisdictional waters of the United
States were refined after the circulation of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS during the LEDPA process (December 2013), the update to the
Jurisdictional Delineation (December 2013), and the engineering refinements as
follows:

o Permanent impacts on jurisdictional wetlands and non-wetland waters of the
United States: the range of impacts changed from 6.59 to 7.29 acres as reported in
the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, depending on the alternative;
to 4.25 to 5.34 acres in the LEDPA analysis; and 5.00 acres for the preferred
altemnative.

o Permanent impacts on wetlands (included in the total permanent impacts
described above): the range of impacts changed from 1.97 to 2.18 acres as
reported in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, depending on the
aitemative; to 0.38 to 1.01 acre in the LEDPA analysis; and 0.64 acre for the
preferred altemative.

I Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not

provided.
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This comment recommends a more developed conceptual compensatory mitigation
plan that presents a greater level of detail as to where, how, when, and who will
accomplish the compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to waters of the
U.S. As described earlier in the response to comment F-3-5, RCTC has continued to
work with the USACE and other agencies to refine the mitigation plan, with a goal of
a final compensatory mitigation plan that can be approved by the USACE prior to the
404 Individual Permit Decision. The HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters
(which replaced the Conceptual Mitigation Plan) is provided in Appendix P in the
Final EIR/EIS. The HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters includes creation of
both wetlands and non-wetland waters of the United States and associated habitat,
with components of enhancement and upland buffer preservation at three specific
mitigation sites with detailed engineering provided. Details of the components of the
three mitigation sites are summarized in Table B, Mitigation Site Description, in the
HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters. As written, it would be permittee-
responsible mitigation, because in lieu fee and mitigation bank options are not
currently available in the San Jacinto River watershed. Upon establishment of the
mitigation areas, the HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters specifies that the sites
would be managed by the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation
Authority.

F-4-2
The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) logo and name were added to
the cover sheet of the Final EIR/EIS as a cooperating agency.

F-4-3
The following was added as the third paragraph in Section 2.3.2.14, Borrow Areas/
Haul Routes, on page 2-50 in the Final EIR/EIS:

“At the time of construction, the contractor will be required to use only
borrow sites that have been environmentally approved for excavation.
The Resident Engineer will require the Construction Contractors to use
only designated truck routes in the Cities of Perris and San Jacinto and
the County of Riverside during all hauling of borrow material.”

F-4-4

The last sentence in the last paragraph in Section 2.7, Permits and Approvals Needed,
on page 2-121 in the Final EIR/EIS, was revised to delete the reference to the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as follows: “...Cities of Perris and San
Jacinto or permit approvals by the USACE.”
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It should be noted that although not a formal cooperating agency under NEPA, the
USFWS has participated in the Small Working Group (now the Resource Agency
Coordination group) for the MCP project and is one of the wildlife agencies actively
involved in reviewing and commenting on the environmental documents and
supporting technical studies for the MCP project, including issuing a Biological
Opinion for the project.

F-4-5

In an email dated January 22, 2014 (from Olufunke Ojuri, ACOE, to Merideth Cann,
Jacobs Engineering), it was confirmed that the MCP Build Alternatives would not
require a Section 408 permit.

F-4-6

It is acknowledged that the USACE does not support longitudinal encroachments into
floodplains or floodways. USACE’s support of alternatives that do not result in
longitudinal encroachments into floodplains and floodways is noted. The USACE’s
preference for alternatives designed to support crossings using bridge structures that
span a stream or floodway/floodplain as resulting in lesser adverse environmental
effects than alternatives such as Alternative 4 Modified that would result in
longitudinal encroachments into streams or floodways/floodplains is noted. The
process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the
MCP project is described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative,
on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5, Alternative 9
Modified with the STJRB DV was identified as the preferred alternative. As shown on
Figures 2.3.1.a through 2.3.1.e, the MCP facility would cross the San Jacinto River
perpendicularly and would not result in longitudinal encroachments in the River or its
floodplain.

As discussed in the subsection titled “Perris Valley Storm Drain” starting on

page 3.9-10 in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Floodplains, in the Final EIR/EIS,
Alternative 4 Modified would result in a longitudinal encroachment of the existing
Perris Valley Storm Drain floodway/floodplain. The longitudinal encroachment is
necessary to reduce the need for the acquisition of right of way for the project outside
the floodplain. The longitudinal encroachment would be the interim condition until
the future levees planned for the Perris Valley Storm Drain are constructed. Those
levees are part of the long-term flood control plans for the City of Perris. If these
levees were to be constructed prior to or concurrently with the MCP, Alternative 4
Modified at this location would be located outside the floodplain and would not result
in a longitudinal encroachment. However, construction of the MCP project is not
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dependent on construction of the levees; therefore, the Final EIR/EIS concludes that
Alternative 4 Modified would result in a longitudinal encroachment of the existing
Perris Valley Storm Drain floodway/floodway. As discussed in Section 3.9 in the
Fmal EIR/EIS, Altematives 5 Modified and 9 Modified are practicable altematives to
the Jongitudinal encroachment of the Perris Valley Storm Drain by Altemnative 4
Modified because, as discussed on page 3.9-13, Alternative 5 Modified and
Alternative 9 Modified would not result in longitudinal encroachments in Perris
Valley Storm Drain or its floodplain.

F-4-7

This comment requests changes to the regulatory setting text in Section 3.10, Water
Quality and Storm Water Runoff, in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS. The referenced regulatory setting text is from the Annotated EIR/EIS Outline
posted on Caltrans’ Standard Environmental Reference website at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/forms.htm. This text from the Annotated EIR/EIS Outline
is boilerplate text that Caltrans (along with FHWA) has developed to provide
standardization and have agreed to use in all EIRs/EISs for transportation projects in
California requiring NEPA approval. However, as noted in the response to comment
F-4-8, below, the requested changes in this SER language were made on page 3.18-1
in Section 3.18 and the relevant changes from Section 3.18 were also made in
Section 3.10.

F-4-8

This comment requests changes to the regulatory setting text in Section 3.18,
Wetlands and Other Waters, on page 3.18-1 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS. The referenced regulatory setting text is from the Annotated
EIR/EIS Qutline posted on Caltrans’ Standard Environmental Reference website at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/forms.htm. This text from the Annotated EIR/EIS Outline
1s boilerplate text that Caltrans has developed to provide standardization for use in all
EIR/EIS documents for transportation projects in California requiring NEPA
approval. Nonetheless, the first four paragraphs of the mandatory SER language in
Section 3.18.1 on page 3.18-1 in the Final EIR/EIS were revised to reflect the
refinements provided by the USACE.
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F-4-9

This comment recommends the inclusion of a general description of aquatic resources
in Section 3.18.2. As requested, the following was inserted after the second paragraph
in Section 3.18.2, Affected Environment, on page 3.18-3 in Section 3.18, Wetlands
and Other Waters, in the Final EIR/EIS:

“Through most of the project area, the jurisdictional waters consist of
ephemeral and intermittent channelized drainage courses that were
either created to manage irrigation runoff or are derived from natural
runoif channels. A few small, ephemeral, natural drainage courses
remain in patches of undisturbed land south of Lake Perris. The central
segment of the alignments of the MCP Build Alternatives crosses the
San Jacinto River, which is also channelized. Although this part of the
San Jacinto River is ephemeral, there is sufficient water, including
irrigation runoff, to support weedy, herbaceous hydrophytic
vegetation. There is also some scattered woody riparian vegetation on
the banks of the River. At the east end of the MCP alignment, the
proposed SR-79 interchange intersects the San Jacinto River, as well
as the Massacre Canyon/Potrero Creek alluvial fan system draining
from the north. These drainages are ephemeral and extensively
channelized, and do not meet wetland criteria. However, south of the
San Jacinto River, in its historic floodplain, several agricultural and
other drainage channels, as well as adjacent low-lying areas,
accumulate sufficient water to support hydrophytic vegetation and are
considered wetlands. Some of these wetlands are represented by
substantial stands of woody riparian vegetation.

The following information describes the project reaches and the land uses,
vegetation, and water resources along those reaches. This information is from
Section 4.2 in the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for
USACE Jurisdictional Waters; provided in Appendix P of the Final EIR/EIS:

REACH 6: Reach 6, the western segment of the MCP project, extends east
across the Perris Valley from the City of Perris to Lake Pertis. The waters in
these areas are mostly dry, unvegetated roadside ditches. The land cover along
this reach is mainly developed and ruderal, and the remaining land with
vegetation consists of cropland and scattered components of nonnative
grassland and Riversidean sage scrub.

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-101



Appendix § Responses fo Comments

The largest jurisdictional feature within this reach is the Perris Valley Storm
Drain, which is a major tributary of the San Jacinto River and drains
approximately 85 square miles in the Perris and Moreno Valleys. The Perris
Valley Storm Drain is dominated by urban runoff and contains pockets of
wetland throughout its extent. Segments of the Perris Valley Storm Drain
consist of freshwater marsh and emergent wetland, although most of the area
is relatively sparsely vegetated with ruderal vegetation due to regular
maintenance by the Riverside County Flood Control District.

REACH 7: Reach 7 is in the San Jacinto Valley extending along Ramona
Expressway from immediately south of Lake Perris to Warren Road. The land
uses along this reach consist primarily of cropland and livestock feed yards. It
also includes the San Jacinto River crossing in the Lakeview area. Most of the
drainages along this reach are in agricultural areas and are ephemeral stream
courses intersected by Ramona Expressway. Other than at the San Jacinto
River (which contains some marsh and sparsely vegetated riparian scrub), the
drainages contain no riparian vegetation or distinct differences in vegetation
from the adjacent upland areas.

REACH 8: Reach 8§ is also in the San Jacinto Valley extending along Ramona
Expressway from Warren Road to SR-79, and includes the San Jacinto River,
agricultural ditches south of the river, and drainage from Potrero Creek
(northeast of the SR-79 crossing of the San Jacinto River). The jurisdictional
features within Reach 8 are mostly ephemeral drainages within cropland and
developed areas. Areas within and immediately south of the San Jacinto River
contain riparian forest. However, other vegetative components in undeveloped
areas along this reach include Riversidean alluvial fan scrub, alkali grassland,
and freshwater marsh. Wetlands in Reach 8 primarily consist of agricultural
ditches and ponds.”

The references in the second paragraph in Section 3.18.2 to the appendices and

detailed maps in the appendices were retained to direct interested readers to that more

detailed information.

F-4-10

As requested, the third paragraph in Section 3.18.2.1, United States Army Corps of
Engineers and California Department of Fish and Wildlife, on page 3.18-5 in the
Final EIR/EIS, was revised to read (changes shown in italics):

“In this section, USACE jurisdictional areas are described as either
wetland or non-wetland waters of the United States. The USACE

‘8157
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defines wetlands as ‘...those areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to
support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted to life in saturated soil
conditions.” To satisfy the USACE wetland definition, an area must
possess three wetland characteristics: (1) hydrophytic vegetation,'
(2) hydric soils,? and (3) wetland hydrology,® Generally, non-
wetland waters of the United States are those streams or drainages
that exhibit an ordinary high water mark but do not meet the
definition of a wetland and can include perennial, intermittent, and
ephemeral drainages. Non-wetland waters of the United States are
still regulated by the USACE when they have a surface hydrologic
connection to a traditional navigable water (TNW) (e.g., the Pacific
Ocean) and when the surface hydrologic connection provides a
significant nexus to the downstream TNW. In other words, when it
can be demonstrated the waterway contributes to the biological,
chemical, and/or physical integrity of a TNW. Note that a consistent
ordinary high water mark is not needed for a significant nexus to

exist.”

F-4-11

This comment requests clarification of reasons for the use of different methods of
functional assessments in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The
functional assessment referred to in the comment as the Wetland Evaluation
Technique (WET) was conducted in conjunction with the jurisdictional delineation to
satisfy Caltrans requirements for such an assessment. It should be noted that the
functional assessment was not done in strict accordance with the WET methodology
due to the substantial data necessary to conduct a quantitative analysis. Instead, it
analyzed the functions described in the WET methodology in a qualitative rather than

Plant life that grows, and is typically adapted for life, in permanently or
periodically saturated soils.

Soils that formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long
enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions (i.e., absence
of oxygen) in the upper part of the soil.

Areas with wetland hydrology are those where the presence of water has an
overriding influence on vegetation and soil characteristics due to anaerobic and
reducing conditions, respectively.
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quantitative assessment. The primary purpose of that assessment was to give the
reader an easily understood textual description of the value, condition, and function of
the aquatic resources, but in more detail than requested in comment F-4-9. The
Engineer Research and Development Center (ERDC) riparian ecosystem integrity
assessment is a highly technical, quantitative approach. This quantitative assessment
is very useful for comparing the effects of various alternatives on variable sets of
resources. The following text was added at the end of the first paragraph in Section
3.18.2.4 on page 3.18-14 in the Final EIR/EIS: “These two methods are
complementary and not mutually exclusive. They can be used together by the agency
decision-makers in evaluating impacts of various alternatives, and the riparian
ecosystem integrity assessment can also be useful for identifying potential mitigation

options.”

The ERDC data were used to help develop the Conceptual Mitigation Plan which was
provided in Appendix P, Conceptual Mitigation Plan, in the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Functions were considered in the development of the
more detailed Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan that is being developed to meet
the future USACE, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) permitting requirements for the
MCP project. These permit applications will be submitted during the PS&E phase of
the MCP project.

In addition, as requested in this comment, the following text was added as the first
sentence in Section 3.18.2.3 on page 3.18-13 of the Final EIR/EIS: “A functional
wetland assessment identifies the existing functions provided by wetlands within a
project area, and assesses the quality of the function provided.”

F-4-12

In the response to this comment, the title of Section 3.18.2.4, “Watershed Level and
Conditions Assessment” on page 3.18-14 in the Final EIR/EIS was revised to read
(changes shown in italics): “Watershed Level Riparian Ecosystem Integrity
Assessment.”

The title of Section 3.18.3.2, “Watershed Level Conditions Assessment of Impacts”
on page 3.18-36 in the Final EIR/EIS was revised to read (changes shown in italics):
“Watershed Level Riparian Ecosystem Integrity Assessment of Impacts.”

A global search of the Final EIR/EIS verified that the Final EIR/EIS does not refer to
the ERDC report as a Functions Assessment. Therefore, no changes were made to the
Final EIR/EIS regarding citations to the ERDC report. Although the Natural

Environment Study (July 2008) and the Supplement to the Natural Environment Study

8104 Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation




Appendix S Responses to Comments

(December 2011) refer to the ERDC report as a functional assessment, those reports
are final and were not revised in the response to this comment.

F-4-13

Table 3.18.A in Section 3.18.2.3, Wetland Functions, on page 3.18-13 in the Final
EIR/EIS, was revised to show each function in Reach 5 as Absent, and the footnote
cited in this comment was deleted. The revised Table 3.18.A is provided below

(changes are shown in italics).

F-4-14

This comment states that the assessment of wetland functions should include all
wetlands occurring in the MCP project area, not just within the footprint of the Build
Alternatives, as seems to be implied by the footnote in Table 3.18.A. This is not the
intended interpretation of Table 3.18.A. The qualitative assessment of the functions
used in the WET methodology was applied to the entire study area and not
specifically to parts of the project area that are either inside or outside of the MCP
project “footprint.” As noted in comment F-4-13, the “low” ranking was due to

the absence of wetlands rather than a specific assessment in the project area.

Table 3.18.A (Revised) Wetlands Functions

Jurisdictional Delineation Reach Reach 5 Reach 6 Reach 7 Reach 8
4 Modified, | 4 Modified, 4, Modified, | 4 Modified,
Build Alternatives 5 Modified, | 5 Modified, 5 Modified, 5 Modified,

9 Modified 9 Modified 9 Modified 9 Modified

Moderate

Groundwater Discharge/Recharge Absent Low Moderate

Flood Flow Alteration Absent Low Moderate High
Sediment Stabilization Absent Low Moderate Moderate
Sediment/Toxicant Retention Absent Moderate Moderate High
Nutrient Removal/Transformation Absent Moderate High High
Production Export Absent Low Low High
Wildlife Habitat Absent Low Moderate Moderate

Source: Jurisdictional Delineation and Assessment Report, Mid County Parkway (February 2008);
and modified from the Supplement to the Natural Environment Study (December 2011).

As noted in the response to comment F-4-13, this table was revised in the Final
EIR/EIS to more expressly characterize the functions of wetland resources utilizing
the entire MCP study area.

With the revision to this table, the footnote is no longer necessary and will not imply
a specific analysis within the project footprint. It should also be noted that the ERDC
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analysis described in Appendix M, 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis, in the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS included an assessment of the
indirect project effects on riparian ecosystem integrity adjacent to the MCP project
footprint.

F-4-15

This comment suggests that Table 3.18.A be reorganized or supplemented to provide
a comparison of functions among the alternatives. However, the purpose of this table
is not to compare the impacts of various alternatives. Table 3.18.A is intended to help
provide a general overview of the existing conditions in the various reaches for the
various alternatives. This complements the general description in the text that was
added to Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.18.2, page 3.18-3, described in the response to
comment F-4-9. In addition, as discussed in the response to comment F-4-14,
descriptions of the WET functions based on the study area were not developed for
cach of the many jurisdictional areas that would be impacted by the project. Instead,
they were developed for each reach in total, and each reach contains segments of all
the alternatives. As described in the Jurisdictional Delineation and Assessment
Report (December 2013), the study area for the jurisdictional delineation was divided
into geographically distinct "Reaches," with boundaries generally based on drainage
patterns and functional similarity of wetland areas. There are four geographic reaches
(Reaches 5, 6, 7, and 8) within the survey area for the modified MCP project
(although no wetlands and very small amounts of non-wetlands are in Reach 5 and
are combined into Reach 6 in the HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters; provided
in Appendix P of the Final EIR/EIS). Within each reach, larger drainage systems are
identified. Isolated wetlands and smaller drainage systems consisting primarily of
concrete-lined channels or of ephemeral drainages without riparian vegetation are
referred to as Miscellaneous Drainages. Therefore, there is no basis for compiling
more detailed tables of comparisons of the impacts of each alternative relative to the
WET functions. The requested types of tables and summaries were provided in the
ERDC analysis, Table 3.18 D, on page 3.18-19 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS, and Appendix M in the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS.

F-4-16

The following sentence was added as the second to the last sentence in the first
paragraph of Section 3.18.3.1, Permanent Impacts, on page 3.18-15 in the Final
EIR/EIS, to clarify how indirect effects were assessed: “Permanent impacts include
both direct and indirect impacts. A qualitative comparison of indirect impacts is
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provided later in Section 3.18.3.2, Watershed Level Riparian Ecosystem Integrity
Assessment of Impact.”

F-4-17

This comment, regarding cumulative impacts, requests an expansion of the discussion
of the degree and intensity of the MCP impacts in relationship to the aggregate effects
of other past, current, and future projects, as shown in Figure 3.25.1 on page 3.25-9 in
Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS. The following paragraph
was added following the third paragraph in the subsection titled “Build Alternatives”
on page 3.25-45:

“The MCP project and the cumulative projects described earlier in
Section 3.25.4, Identification of Cumulative Plans and Projects, and
shown on Figure 3.25.1 are in an area of Riverside County that is
transitioning from rural/agricultural uses to more developed residential
and commercial uses.

Specific information regarding the effects of all of the cumulative
projects on waters of the United States, including wetlands, was not
available at the time the cumulative impacts analysis was conducted
because information from environmental studies for those projects had
not yet been made available by the local agencies and/or project
applicants. However, some general comparisons of the MCP project to
the cumulative projects, for purposes of assessing the intensity and
context of the impacts of the MCP project, can be made. The
alignments of the MCP Build Alternatives would be in an area
generally similar to the areas affected by the identified cumulative
projects. However, less than 15 percent of the proposed MCP
alignment consists of native habitat, whereas other areas adjacent to
and in the number of the MCP, as shown on Figure 3.25.1, include
specific plan areas in extensive areas of native habitat, which likely
contain ephemeral upland drainage courses in proportions similar to
the MCP project in the area south of Lake Perris.

The wetland impacts of the MCP Build Alternatives would be
approximately 2 acres (ac), whereas the wetland impacts of the SR-79
project will be over 10 ac. Similarly, the crossings of the San Jacinto
River by the MCP project alignments will result in substantially less
impact than the San Jacinto River Flood Control Project and other
likely crossings of the River associated with the cumulative projects.
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Overall, the total MCP project impact area of approximately 1,300
acres is approximately 7 percent of the more than 18,300 acres of other
cumulative projects.”

F-4-18

The draft Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis in Appendix M of the Recirculated
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was prepared consistent with both the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. The
requested changes regarding the alternatives considered in the analysis (in the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS and the 404(b)(1)) to the Section
404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis in Appendix M in the Final EIR/EIS were not made.
Refer to F-4-19, below, for an explanation of the changes made to Appendix M.

F-4-19

The requested changes to the Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis in Appendix M
in the Final EIR/EIS were not made. Please refer to the discussion regarding the
preliminary LEDPA process discussed in detail in Section 2.5.3, Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative, on page 2-78. The 404(b)(1)
Alternatives Analysis in Appendix M has been replaced in the Final EIR/EIS with the
Mid County Parkway Preferred Altemative/Preliminary LEDPA Identification
(NEPA/404 Checkpoint 3) memorandum (December 18, 2013). In a letter dated
February 6, 2014, the USACE concurred with the determination that Alternative 9
Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge design variation is the preliminary
LEDPA.

F-4-20

This comment refers to the adequacy of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan provided in
Appendix P in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for purposes of
satisfying the USACE/United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 2008
Mitigation Rule and requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Permit.
As described in the response to comment F-3-5, RCTC has continued to work with
the USACE and other agencies to refine the mitigation plan, with a goal of a final
compensatory mitigation plan that can be approved by the USACE prior to the 404
Individual Permit Decision. The HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters (which
replaced the Conceptual Mitigation Plan) is provided in Appendix P in the Final
EIR/EIS. The HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters includes creation of both
wetlands and non-wetland waters of the United States and associated habitat, with
components of enhancement and upland buffer preservation at three specific
mitigation sites with detailed engineering provided. Details of the components of the
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three mitigation sites are summarized in Table B, Mitigation Site Description, in the
HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters (provided in Appendix P of the Final
EIR/EIS). As written, it would be permittee-responsible mitigation, because in lieu
fee and mitigation bank options are not currently available in the San Jacinto River
watershed. Upon establishment of the mitigation areas, the HMMP for USACE
Junisdictional Waters specifies that the sites would be managed by the Western
Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority.

F-4-21

This comment addresses determining the amount of compensatory mitigation and
what type of assessment should be used to help in determining accordance with the
USACE South Pacific Division Mitigation Ratio Checklist. Additional consultation
with the USACE regarding these issues was conducted in developing the HMMP for
USACE Jurisdictional Waters, which is provided in Appendix P. During refinement
of the HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters, the USACE Standard Operating
Procedure (SOP) for determining mitigation ratios considered both the indirect
impacts of the project and the indirect benefits of the mitigation efforts. The SOP
provides for three options to consider these indirect consequences: (1) a qualitative
assessment; (2) a California Rapid Assessment Methodology; or (3) a
hydrogeomorphic functional assessment, similar to the Riparian Ecosystem Integrity
Assessment that was completed by the ERDC for this project.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Palm Springs Fish and Wildlife Office
777 East Tahquitz Canyon Way, Suite 208
Palm Springs, California 92262 )
In Reply Refer To;
FWS-WRIV-08B0080-13TA0244 F "'5

Mr. Tay Dam 7 .
Federal Highway Administration APR 2 2 2013

Los Angles Metro Office
888 8. Figueroa Street, Suite 1850
Los Angeles, California 90017

Subject:  Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Mid County Parkway Project, Riverside County, California

Dear Mr. Dam:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) appreciates the opportunity to review the
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (REIR/SEIS) from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the California Department of Transportation (Cal Trans)
for the construction of the Mid County Parkway project between Interstate 215 and State Route
79. We previously commented on the Draft EIS/EIR for the larger 32-mile corridor from State
Route 79 to Interstate 15 (January 20, 2009). The Project has followed the National
Environmental Policy Act (INEPA) and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for
Federal Aid Surface Transportation Project in California Memorandum (NEPA/404 MOU). The
Service participates in the Mid County Parkway Small working group which functions as an
interagency forum project feedback and implements the NEPA/404 MOU. We are providing the
following comments to assist with the development of a final EIR/EIS.

The proposed project would construct an approximately 16-mile regional transportation facility
between Interstate 215 and State Route 79. The REIR/SEIS includes analyses of three
alternatives, with two design variations, in addition to two no project/no action alternatives, The
three build alternatives have varying alignments with most road segments in common. The San
Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation proposes two shorter span bridges across the San Jacinto
River floodplain instead of a longer span single bridge. Alternative 1A (No Project/No Action-
Existing Ground Conditions) assumes 2040 traffic based on land use patterns consistent with the
County of Riverside’s approved General Plan and the planned strect network, without future
improvement to the Ramona Expressway, Alternative 1B (No Project/No Action-General Plan
Circulation Element) is the same as 1A, but assumes the implementation of the County of
Riverside’s approved General Plan circulation element including planned improvements to the
Ramona Expressway.
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The Service has issued Incidental Take Permits in association with two habitat conservation
plans pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act within the project area. The
Service will continue our coordination on the proposed project through the policies and
procedures identified in the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation

Plan (MSHCP), and the Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR HCP).

San Jacinto River Bridge at Lakeview

The base case design for the San Jacinto River Bridge would avoid encroachment into the San
Jacinto River floodway and is environmentally preferable to the Design Variation. The bridge is
required for all three alternatives (4 Modified, 5 Modified, and 9 Modified). The base case
design provides for a 4,321-foot deck on columns (Figure 3.9.4) spanning the San Jacinto River
floodplain. Alternatively, the Design Variation (Figure 3.9.5) proposes two shorter sections on
columns (531 feet and 1,941 feet) and approximately 1,849 linear feet of fill on either end of the
bridges. The proposed Design Variation was not included in the Draft EIS/EIR circulated for the
originally proposed 32 mile project, so the full span base case bridge is clearly feasible.

The alignment of the proposed Mid County Parkway where it crosses the San Jacinto River in
Lakeview runs between two MSHCP reserve elements, Existing Core H to the north of the
alignment and the Proposed Extension of Existing Core 4 on the south. The MSHCP planning
species for Proposed Extension of Existing Core 4 are dependent on the San Jacinto River and its
floodplain processes.

We recognize that the bridge in the existing Ramona Expressway confines the flow of the San
Jacinto River. The design variation would result in fill (structures) in the floodplain and limit
floodplain processes in the MSHCP conservation area. It would also preclude the opportunity to
remove the obstruction at the Ramona Expressway and restore full expression of river floodplain
processes within the MSHCP conservation area. The Service recommends that RCTC and
CalTrans adopt the environmentally superior full San Jacinto River Bridge proposal because it
would result in substantially less fill in the 100 year floodplain of the San Jacinto River and
preserve [ulure and existing flood plain processes which will support the MSHCP conservation
scenarto in the Proposed Extension of Existing Core 4.

Wildlife Connectivity and Fencing

The discussion in the REIR/SEIS on wildlife connectivity appropriately considers the MSHCP
reserve configuration and the potential for the proposed roadway to affect wildlife movement
directly and indirectly. The Service recognizes and appreciates the efforts to incorporate wildlife
movement as project features in order to minimize the adverse effects of habitat fragmentation.
We recommend continued coordination as further detailed engineering designs commence. The
Service also recommends that the project include a detailed monitoring and maintenance plan to
determine and maintain the efficacy of the crossings for target wildlife species.

MSHCP and Determinations of Bislogically Equivalent ¢r Superior Preservation
We request that you coordinate with our office and the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife on the Determinations of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESPs) \

F-5-2
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that will be prepared consistent with the MSHCP for riparian/riverine resources, and focused /\
survey plants and animals prior to publication of the final EIR/EIS, so that we can come to
agreement on specific offsetting conservation commitments. Please include the specific
offsetting conservation commitments for these species in the final EIS,

Additionally, the assessment of impacts to riparian/riverine resources in the REIR/SEIS (Table
3.17.C and Page 3.17-26) did not include the alkali grassland in the project footprint. This
vegetation community is part of the San Jacinto River floodplain riverine system and we request
that you include affected areas of alkali grassland in the DBESP for riparian/riverine resources.

Clean Water Act Section 404 Mitigation

The Service appreciates the commitment to work with State and Federal agencies to develop a
compensatory mitigation strategy for offsetting unavoidable impacts to waters of the United
States and requests that further discussion of the offsetting measures be included in the Small
Working Group meetings in preparation for upcoming Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) checkpoint under the NEPA/404 MOU. Potential on- and off-
site mitigation opportunities were identified in A Conceptual Mitigation Plan (Appendix M).
We encouragg the selection of mitigation sites which support the MSHCP conservation scenario
and comply with the 2008 Army Corps of Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency
Compensatory Mitigations Rule.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the REIR/SEIS. We further commend the effort to
coordinate and collaborate with State and Federal agencies to minimize and avoid project related
environmental effects prior to the release on the REIR/SEIS and the commitment to continued
coordination as the project completes environmental review. We look forward to working with
you on the LEDPA determination and the MSHCP DBESPs and Joint Project Review Process,
If you have any questions regarding this letter please contact John Taylor or Karin Cleary-Rose
at 760-322-2070, extensions 218 and 206 respectively.

Sincerely,

[ o

Kennon A. Corey
Assistant Field Supervisor
cc:

Marie Petry, CalTrans District 8

Cathy Bectel, RCTC

Susan Myer, U.S. Army Corps of Engincers
Susan Sturges, EPA

Jeff Brandt, CDFW
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F-5-1
Please refer to the responses to comments F-5-2 through F-5-10, below.

F-5-2

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), Caltrans, and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) appreciate the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service’s (USFWS’s) continued coordination through the completion of the Final
EIR/EIS based on the policies and procedures in the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and the Habitat Conservation
Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (HCP for SKR).

F-5-3

Similar to comment F-3-4 from the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), the USFWS recommends in this comment that the full San Jacinto River
Bridge rather than the Design Variation for the bridge be included in the selected
alternative. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred
alternative for the MCP project, including the design for the San Jacinto River
Bridge, is described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on
page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5, Alternative 9 Modified
with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation (SJRB DV) has been identified as
the preferred alternative by FHWA and RCTC.

As requested in this comment, the consideration of the longer bridge span of the San
Jacinto River under the “base case” design in comparison to the shorter bridge span of
the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation was fully evaluated in the NEPA/404
Checkpoint 3 Preliminary LEDPA package provided in Appendix M, in the Final
EIR/EIS. Based on their review of this information, when all the factors were
considered by FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC in the alternatives analysis, the relatively
small additional impact to the conservation value as a result of the shorter bridge
(including consideration of minimal changes in hydrology and comparing fill versus
shade impacts, no increase in impacts to waters of the U.S., and an increase in
impacts to 6.3 acres of alkali plant communities in the San Jacinto River floodplain)
was outweighed by the cost savings and appropriate mitigation in accordance with the
Western Riverside County MSHCP for alkali plant communities. The USFWS
ultimately concurred on the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation as part of the
Preliminary LEDPA/Preferred Alternative (sce USFWS letter dated February 18,
2014 provided in Appendix J in the Final EIR/EIS).
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The USFWS acknowledgement of the RCTC efforts to incorporate project features
for wildlife movement in the Build Alternatives to address habitat fragmentation is
noted. No further response is needed.

F-5-5

The USFWS requests that RCTC continue coordination with the agency as further
detailed engineering designs are developed. The USFWS also requests that the MCP
project include a detailed monitoring and maintenance plan to determine and maintain
the efficacy of the crossings for target wildlife. RCTC has continued, and will
continue, to coordinate with the USFWS regarding wildlife crossings and fencing, as
required under the Western Riverside County MSHCP and as addressed in the
MSHCP Consistency Analysis. RCTC will provide for monitoring and maintenance
of the wildlife crossing, consistent with the requirements of Section 7.5.2 of the
MSHCP. As documented in the MSHCP Consistency Analysis, as a result of USFWS
and CDFW requests, Wildlife Crossing No. 10 was redesigned, and this crossing will
be restricted to wildlife usage only and will not be used for any human trail
connections. A separate pedestrian/equestrian trail will be provided at a separate
location in consultation with Riverside County. The design of Wildlife Crossing No.
10 includes features such as cover, a rock bench, a second dry crossing, and a fencing
plan that will be submitted to RCA and Wildlife Agencies for review and approval, so
that the efficacy of that crossing will be maximized. As recommended in Section
7.5.2 (Guidelines for Construction of Wildlife Crossings) in the MSHCP, monitoring
of wildlife usage of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 will be achieved through provision of a
built-in lockable box within each wall to facilitate monitoring activities
through use of still photography or video monitoring. Maintenance of Wildlife
Crossing No. 10 will be performed by Caltrans if the MCP is designated as a State
Highway or by the County of Riverside if the MCP becomes a County road.

Section 2.3.2.11, Fencing and Median Barriers, describes the fencing included in the
MCP Build Altematives as follows: “Fencing would be installed along the right of
way limits for the entire length of the MCP Build Altematives. The height of the
fencing will vary, with fencing in urban areas at 6 ft and in rural areas at 5 ft. The
type of fencing may include but is not limited to: (1) chain link fencing (Type CL-6
or equivalent) in urban or developed areas; and (2) barbed wire (Type BW) and wire
mesh (Type WM) in rural areas. The specific locations, and the fence types and
heights will be finalized in consultation with Caltrans and the affected local
jurisdictions and property owners during final design because the current 35 percent
design level plans do not provide this level of detail.”
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F-5-6

Throughout the preparation of the Final EIR/EIS, RCTC continued to coordinate with
both the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
regarding the Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation
(DBESPs) for riparian/riverine resources and focused survey plants and animals.
Specific offsetting conservation commitments have been identified in the DBESPs for
these resources and species, which are provided in the Mid County Parkway Western
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Plan Consistency Determination, provided in
Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS. Please also refer to Section S.5.1, Master Response
Related to the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan,
on page S-6, for discussion regarding the requirements of the Western Riverside
County MSHCP applicable to the MCP project and how the MCP project was
determined to be consistent with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. That Master
Response also discusses the DBESPs prepared for the MCP project. As documented
in Appendix T, the USFWS and CDFW concurred on the MSHCP Consistency
Determination and DBESP in a joint agency letter dated November 14, 2014.

F-5-7

In addition to the other riparian/riverine areas (i.e., marsh, riparian forest, riparian
scrub, and CDFW Jurisdictional Areas without Marsh, Riparian Forest, or Riparian
Scrub) identified in Tables 3.17.D and 3.17.K on pages 3.17-22 and 3.17-58,
respectively, in the Final EIR/EIS, the DBESP for riparian/riverine resources includes
the following alkali communities in the San Jacinto River Floodplain at Lakeview:
alkali grassland and cropland, as requested in a follow-up email from Karin Cleary-
Rose (USFWS) to Stephanie Standerfer (Dudek) on April 24, 2014 (note: alkali
grasslands outside the San Jacinto River floodplain are not included as riverine
resources). The DBESP is provided in Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency
Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation Analysis provided in Appendix T of the Final EIR/EIS. As documented
in Appendix T, the USFWS and CDFW concurred on the MSHCP Consistency
Determination and DBESP in a joint agency letter dated November 14, 2014.

F-5-8

Throughout the preparation of the Final EIR/EIS, the Resource Agency Coordination
group (previously the Small Working Group) meetings continued to provide a forum
for discussing compensatory mitigation for offsetting impacts to waters of the United
States in preparation for the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
(LEDPA) checkpoint. The Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for
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USACE Jurisdictional Waters (which replaced the Conceptual Mitigation Plan) is
provided in Appendix P in the Final EIR/EIS.

F-5-9

The USFWS encouragement to select mitigation sites that support the Western
Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority and comply with the 2008 Army
Corps of Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency Compensatory Mitigation
Rule is noted. The MCP project team has coordinated the proposed mitigation for
impacts to waters of the United States and waters of the State with the mitigation in
the DBESP for riparian and riverine habitats.

Mitigation sites are identified in the HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters, which
is provided in Appendix P in the Final EIR/EIS. These proposed sites support the
conservation goals of the Western Riverside County MSHCP and comply with the
2008 USACE Compensatory Mitigation Rule. Based on extensive coordination with
USFWS, USACE and USEPA during the NEPA/404 MOU Integration process, three
sites have been identified. One (Pico Avenue) would be the creation of two alluvial
wash systemns bordered by upland buffers. The so-called Martin Street site would be
the creation of an alkali playa adjacent to the San Jacinto River. While this site will
not be required to meet wetland criteria, it is expected that the heavy clay soils will at
least occasionally be saturated, and will function in a manner similar to the alkali
floodplain that likely existed prior to channelization of the San Jacinto River. Finally,
the site referred to as Sanderson Avenue will have a substantial water supply in an
area of high groundwater, and is designed to be a wetland area that will support
woody and possibly herbaceous emergent wetland plants. This habitat is of limited
extent in Western Riverside County and of high value, primarily to riparian bird

species.

F-5-10

RCTC and FHWA appreciate the continued commitment of the USFWS to coordinate
through the environmental process leading to the Final EIR/EIS, including the
LEDPA determination, the Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency
Determination including the DBESPs, and the Joint Project Review Process. As
documented in Appendix T, the USFWS and CDFW concurred on the MSHCP
Consistency Determination and DBESP in a joint agency letter dated November 14,
2014.
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S.6.2 State Agency Comments and Responses (S-1)
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Department of Toxic Substances Control

Deborah O. Raphael, Director
Matthew Rodriquez . 5796 Corporate Avenue Edmund G. Brown Jr.
Secretary for Governor

Environmental Protection | Cypress, Caliform Eﬁ@ E’ U W IE
MAR 04 2013

~ RIVERSIDE COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

March 1, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 12008

Riverside, California 92502

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT /
SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE MID
COUNTY PARKWAY PROJECT, (SCH#2004111103), RIVERSIDE COUNTY

Dear Ms. Bechtel;

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Recirculated
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (RDEIR/SDEIS) for the above-mentioned project. The following project
description is stated in your document;

“The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) propose to
improve west-east transportation in western Riverside County (County} between
Interstate 215 (1-215) in the west and State Route (SR) 79 (SR-79) in the east, a
distance of approximately 16 miles (mi). The proposed project will construct a new
freeway, known as the Mid County Parkway (MCP), which will provide a direct and
continuous route connecting major populationfemployment centers. The MCP project is
located between the SR-91/SR-60 corridor and SR-74 in western Riverside County.. The
tand uses in the project area are rural and suburban uses including residential,
agricultural, industrial, commercial, open space/conservation areas, and undeveloped
lands.”

Based an the review of the submitted document DTSC has the following comments:

1) The RDEIR/SDEIS should evaluate whether conditions within the Project area may | g_1_

pose a threat to human health or the environment. Following are the databases of
some of the regulatory agencies: -

« National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). v
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March 1, 2013
Page 2

+ Envirostor (formerly CalSites): A Database primarily used by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control, accessible through DTSC's website
(see below).

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A database
of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA.

» Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liabilify
Information System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is maintained
by U.S.EPA.

Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the Califomia
Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both open as well as
closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and transfer stations.

GeoTracker: A List that is maintained by Regional Water Quality Control Boards.

Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup sites
and leaking underground storage tanks.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard, Los
Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of Formerly Used
Defense Sites (FUDS).

The RDEIR/SDEIS should identify the mechanism to initiate any required
investigation and/or remediation for any site within the proposed Project area that
may be contaminated, and the government agency to provide appropriate
regulatory oversight. If necessary, DTSC would require an oversight agreement
in order to review such documents.

Any environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation for a site should
be conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency
that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of
any investigations, including any Phase { or Il Environmental Site Assessment
fnvestigations should be summarized in the document. All sampling resuits in
which hazardous substances were found above regulatory standards should be
clearly summarized in a table. All closure, certification or remediation approval
reports by regulatory agencies should be included in the RDEIR/SDEIS.

If buildings, other structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are being
pianned to be demolished, an investigation should also be conducted for the
presence of other hazardous chemicals, mercury, and asbestos containing
materials (ACMs). If other hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints (LPB) or
products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper precautions should be taken
during demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated

/\

in compliance with California environmental regulations and policies.
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5)

6)

7)

8)

10)

Future project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas.
Sampling may be required. If soil is contaminated, it must be properly disposed
and not simply placed in another location onsite. Land Disposal Restrictions
(LDRs) may be applicable to such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import
soil to backfill the areas excavated, sampling should be conducted to ensure that
the imported soil is free of contamination.

Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors shouid be protected
during any construction or demolition activities. If necessary, a health risk
assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate government agency
should be conducted by a qualified health risk assessor to determine if there are,
have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials that may pose a risk
to human health or the environment.

If the site was used for agricuitural, livestock or related activities, onsite soils and
groundwater might contain pesticides, agricultural chemical, organic waste or
other related residue. Proper investigation, and remedial actions, if necessary,
should be conducted under the oversight of and approved by a government
agency at the site prior to construction of the project.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code,
Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). if it is determined that
hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should aiso obtain a United
States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number by contacting
(800) 618-6942. Certain hazardous waste treatment processes or hazardous
materials, handling, storage or uses may require authorization from the local
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the requirement for
authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA.

DTSC can provide cleanup oversight through an Environmental QOversight
Agreement (EQA) for government agencies that are not responsible parties, or a
Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional
information on the EOA or VCA, please see
www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields, or contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif-
Abbasi, DTSC’s Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at (714) 484-5489.

Also, in future CEQA document, please provide your e-mail address, so DTSC

can send you the comments both electronically and by mail.

S-1-5

5-1-6

S-1-7

S-1-8

S-1-9

S-1-10




. Ms. Cathy Bechtel
March 1, 2013
Page 4

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Rafig Ahmed, Project
Manager, at rahmed@dtsc.ca.gov, or by phone at (714) 484-5491.

Sincerely,

%«,//%%/24, A

Rafig Ahmed
Project Manager
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

cc:  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044
state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov.

CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Office of Environmental Planning and Analysis
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812

Attn: Nancy Ritter

nritter@dtsc.ca.qov

CEQA #3710




Appendix S Responses o Commentg_

S-1-1

The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS evaluated whether conditions in
the project area may pose a threat to human health or the environment. Specifically,
the Hazardous Waste Initial Site Assessment (ISA, July 2011) for the MCP project
included a linear search of the American Society for Testing and Materials 1527-05
database within 0.25 mile of the alignments of the Build Alternatives. Based on that
database search, known hazardous waste releases within 0.25 mile of the alignments
were described in Table 3.13.A starting on page 3.13-3 in Section 3.13, Hazardous
Waste and Materials, in the Final EIR/EIS. Table 3.13.B, starting on page 3.13-22 in
Section 3.13, lists known hazardous materials users and generators with 0.25 mile of
the alignments. The Site Information Report (January 1, 2011) conducted for the
MCP project is provided in Appendix A, Records Search (TRACK Info Services,
LLC) in the Hazardous Waste Initial Site Assessment. All the databases cited in this
comment were included in the databases searched as part of the Site Information
Report. The complete list of those databases is provided in the Search Summary
Report provided in Appendix A in the Hazardous Waste Initial Site Assessment. A
description of each of those databases is also provided in Appendix A of that report.

S-1-2

Section 3.13.2, starting on page 3.13-1 in Section 3.13, in the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, evaluated the potential for recognized environmental
concerns including petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soils or groundwater; lead-
impacted soils; asbestos, lead-based paint, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in
structures; PCB-contaminated soil below pole-mounted transformers; lead or
chromium-containing traffic striping and pavement-marking materials; railroad-
impacted soils; pesticide-impacted soils; and unknown hazards. The Final EIR/EIS
identifies the mechanisms and oversight agencies for any potentially contaminated
sites in the project limits, as applicable, in the following measures provided in
Section 3.13.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures, in Section 3.13:

Measure HW-1, on page 3.13-37, requires site-specific investigations during final
design for any properties that would be acquired as part of the MCP project. This
measure identifies the Riverside County Department of Environmental Health (DEH)
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) as potential oversight
agencies for the project, and any environmental investigations, sampling, and/or
remediation would be overseen by these agencies in accordance with a workplan
approved by the agencies.
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Measure HW-2, on page 3.13-38, requires aerially-deposited lead {(ADL) sampling
of unpaved locations adjacent to existing state highway rights of way within the
project limits, if not previously tested, in compliance with applicable federal, state,
and local regulations related to the identification, removal, handling, and disposal of
ADL. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is the oversight agency
for lead-impacted soils within state highway rights of way.

Measure HW-3, on page 3.13-39, requires predemolition asbestos, lead-based paint,
and polychlorinated biphenyl surveys of any structures that will be renovated or
demolished as part of the MCP project. This measure requires that removal, storage,
transportation, and disposal of any hazardous waste be conducted in accordance with
the California Health and Safety Code.

Measure HW-4, on page 3.13-40, requires inspections of utility pole-mounted
transformers that will be relocated or removed as part of the project. Any confirmed
PCBs or PCB-contaminated soil will be removed, handled, stored, and disposed of
consistent with applicable laws and regulations. Agencies with review and/or
approval authority associated with these activities include the Unites States
Environmental Protection Agency and the applicable County or City environmental
agency.

Measure HW-3, on page 3.13-40, requires proper disposal of vellow traffic striping
and pavement-marking material, which may contain chromium or lead in accordance
with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Standard Special

Provisions.

Measure HW-6, on page 3.13-40, requires compliance with South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 1403.

Measure HW-7, on page 3.13-40, requires coordination with the Riverside County
DEH, DTSC, and the United States Department of Defense, as applicable, regarding
the removal and disposal of groundwater. Any extracted groundwater would be
disposed of consistent with the requirements of the Waste Discharge Identification
Number or the individual RWQCB permit for the MCP project.

Measure HW-8, on page 3.13-41, requires sampling of soils adjacent to the
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad tracks that will be disturbed during
construction of the project for petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, solvents, and other
potential contaminants to determine whether they require special handling and
disposal. Soils exceeding California Health and Safety Code criteria for hazardous
waste will be disposed of at an appropriate Class 1 or II facility. Agencies with review
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and/or approval authority associated with these activities include the Regional Water
Quality Control Board and the DTSC. It is acknowledged that if DTSC is involved in
these activities, it would require an oversight agreement with RCTC to review the

required documents.

Measure HW-9, on page 3.13-41, requires soil sampling for pesticides in former or
current agricultural properties that will be disturbed by the project where soil has not
otherwise been disturbed. RCTC would be the agency responsible for conducting the
soil sampling required in Measure HW-9. The agency with review and/or approval
authority associated with these activities would be the DTSC. It is acknowledged that
if DTSC is involved in these activities, it would require an oversight agreement with
RCTC to review the required documents.

Measure HW-10, on page 3.13-42, requires compliance with Caltrans Construction
Manual, Unknown Hazards Procedures for Construction.

S-1-3

All environmental investigations, sampling, and/or remediation for hazardous waste
sites within the project limits have been or will be conducted under a workplan
approved and overseen by the regulatory agency that has jurisdiction to oversee
hazardous substance cleanup. The ISA for the MCP project which was prepared in
accordance with Caltrans standards documents the investigations conducted to date
and the Final EIR/EIS identifies specific mitigation measures to address the
documented hazardous materials concerns. Environmental investigations, sampling,
and/or remediation for a site will be conducted consistent with a workplan approved
by the appropriate oversight agency based on implementation of the mitigation
measures described in the response to comment S-1-2. Sampling results, as well as
closure, certification, or remediation approval reports by regulatory agencies, will be
included in those investigations. It is not feasible to conduct these investigations and
include them in the Final EIR/EIS because RCTC does not own the properties that
may require these investigations, any such testing and remediation could result in
ground disturbance or disturbance of existing structures, which are activities that
would need to be undertaken as part of the project implementation itself. In addition,
new contamination may occur if the investigations are completed too far in advance

of right of way acquisition.

S-1-4

The potential for project effects related to asbestos-containing materials and lead-
based paints are specifically addressed in Section 3.13.3.2, Temporary Impacts, on
page 3.13-33 in Section 3.13 in the Final EIR/EIS. To be more comprehensive, the
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second sentence in the fourth paragraph in Section 3.13.3.2 on page 3.13.34 was
revised to read (changes shown in italics): “Structures and asphait/concrete paving
materials that would be removed or modified as part of the MCP project may contain
asbestos-containing materials, PCBs, mercury, lead-based paint, and/or other
hazardous materials...” The title of Measure HW-3 on page 3.13-39 was changed to:
“Hazardous Building Materials Surveys.” The first sentence in Measure HW-3 was
revised to read “...contract to RCTC to conduct predemolition Aazardous materials
surveys for all potentially hazardous materials such as asbestos, lead-based paint,
mercury, and polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)...”

S-1-5

Please refer to the response to comment S-1-2 for a description of measures
addressing potentially contaminated soils. Soil imported to the site for use as fill
during construction will be acquired from sources which can document that those
soils are free of contamination.

S-1-6

Mitigation Measure HW-11, on page 3.13-42, requires the preparation and
implementation of a Health and Safety Plan as follows: “Health and Safety Plan.
Prior to any site preparation, disturbance, grading, and construction, the RCTC
Resident Engineer will require the Construction Contractor to prepare a site-specific
Health and Safety Plan consistent with Caltrans and applicable regulatory
requirements that were prepared by the Construction Contractor. The Plan will
include, but not be limited to, the following:

- Identification of key personnel

= Summary of risk assessment for workers, the community, and the environment
» Air Monitoring Plan

« Emergency Response Plan

The RCTC Resident Engineer must review and approve the Plan prior to the
Construction Contractor accessing any project construction areas.”

The Health and Safety Plan will be based on the known information regarding
hazardous materials and wastes within the disturbance limits of the selected
alternative based on the ISA, the Final EIR/EIS, and additional Phase I and II ISAs
conducted during final design. Health and Safety Plans are detailed plans typically
prepared at the end of final design and prior to any site disturbance or initiation of any
other construction activities. The intent of the Health and Safety Plan is to reduce or
avoid potential health and safety hazards for workers and the general public,
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including both risks associated with known conditions (i.e., design, construction
plans, and known hazards) as well as risks associated with encountering unknown
hazards during construction activities. These plans are prepared when final design is
nearly complete so they can be very specific to the anticipated construction activities,
equipment types, and the areas anticipated to be disturbed.

The Health and Safety Plan will require the construction contractor to ensure
compliance with applicable regulations and requirements regarding the handling,
removal, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes during all
construction activities. The implementation of Measures HW-1 through HW-10
include additional actions to protect the health and safety of construction workers and
the general public, and to minimize impacts to the environment.

As discussed on page 4-52 in Section VIII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the
Final EIR/EIS, the potential effects of the MCP Build Alternatives related to
hazardous materials and wastes are less than significant or less than significant after
mitigation under CEQA.

S$-1-7

Mitigation Measure HW-9, on page 3.13-41 in the Final EIR/EIS, was expanded to
include potential materials associated with other agricultural activities including
animal grazing as follows (changes shown in italics):

“HW-9 Soil Sampling for Pesticides and Other Agriculture-Related
Materials. Prior to completion of right of way acquisition, the RCTC
Project Engineer will require a qualified consultant (Contract Qualified
Consultant) under contract to the RCTC to conduct soil sampling for
pesticides, other agricultural chemicals, organic (animal) waste, and
other potentially hazardous agricultural-related residues in former or
current agricultural/grazing properties that will be disturbed by the
project where soil has not otherwise been disturbed (through grading,
etc.).

It is not feasible to conduct soil sampling and, if needed, remediation,
and include the results of those activities in the Final EIR/EIS because
RCTC does not currently own the properties that may require these
investigations. Any such testing and remediation could result in
ground disturbance or disturbance of existing structures, which are
activities that would need to be undertaken as part of the project

implementation itself In addition, new contamination may occur if
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those investigations are conducted too far in advance of property

acquisition.

The performance standard for this measure is in compliance with
applicable federal, state, and local regulations regarding residues
related to agricultural/grazing operations. The analytical results of the
soil sampling will determine the appropriate handling and disposal of
the soil. Sampling will be conducted in accordance with DTSC Interim
Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Fields for School Sites

(August 26, 2002).”

S5-1-8

Section 3.13.3.1, Permanent Impacts, on page 3.13-31 in the Final EIR/EIS, describes
the potential impacts related to hazardous materials and wastes during operation of
the MCP Build Alternatives. As discussed in that section, potential spills of hazardous
materials/wastes on the MCP facility and the use of hazardous materials during
maintenance of the MCP facility would be required to comply with existing federal,
state, and local regulations regarding those types of activities, including acquiring
appropriate permits and identification numbers, and coordinating with the agencies
responsible for overseeing those types of activities as noted in this comment. The
laws and regulations applicable to an individual spill and the agencies that would be
involved in reviewing responses to an individual spill will be specific to each spill
and will depend on the material that was spilled, the quantity of spilled material,
whether the spill was or was not contained within a containment unit or away from
sensitive uses such as watercourses, known or expected effects of the spill outside any
containment area, and other event-specific characteristics. These laws and regulations
may include water quality regulations (refer to Section 3.10 in the Final EIR/EIS) or
specific federal laws such as the Community Environmental Response Facilitation
Act of 1992 among others (refer to the list on page 3.13-1 in the Final EIR/EIS).

S-1-9

If contaminated properties are found during future site investigations, the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will contact DTSC for further direction.
Part of the consultation with DTSC would be to determine whether an Environmental
Oversight Agreement (EOA} and/or a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) with
DTSC would be needed.
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S-1-10

RCTC accepts electronic submittals of comments on environmental documents on its
project-specific websites. For the MCP project, electronic submittals of comments
were accepted at www.midcountyparkway.org, as noted in the Notice of Availability
provided with the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Future notices for
the MCP projects or other RCTC projects will continue to include information on
how to submit comments to RCTC electronically.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESFARCH
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EDMUND G. BROWN JR. KEN ALEX
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
Memorandum 8“2
Date: March 5, 2013
To: All Reviewing Agencies
From: Scott Morgan, Director
i Re: SCH # 2004111103
Mid County Parkway

Pursuant to the attached letter, the Lead Agency has extended the review period for the

S-2-1
above referenced project to April 10, 2013 to accommodate the review process. All
other project information remains the same.

JAVERSIDE COUNTY
SHNSPARTATION COMMISSIGN

o Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon Street, 3" Floor

Riverside, CA 92051

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
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MID COUNTY PARKWAY PROJECT MAR o 8

PUBLIC NOTICE ST 4

Notice of Extension of Public Review and Comment Period for ﬁle %ﬁﬂ@fﬁ‘@ﬁ@u

S
Parkway Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft 3
| iy ‘ Tk

WHAT IS BEING PLANNED? .

The Riverside County Transporiation Commission (RCTC), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans} are proposing a project to improve west-east transportation in western Riverside County
between Interstate 215 (I-215) in the west and State Route 79 (SR-79) in the east. RCTC is the jead agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and FHWA is the Lead Agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), in
cooperation with Calirans, The Mid County Parkway (MCP) project is a proposed 16-mile transportation corridor designed to relieve
local and regional traffic congestion between the cities of Perris and San Jacinto and surrounding Riverside County communities. The
corridor was identified as part of the Riverside County Integrated Project, a region wide planning effort to ensure mobility and protect the
environment and quality of life as the area continues to grow. The project alternatives consist of three Build Alternatives (4 Modified, 5
Modified, and 9 Modified) and two No Build Alternatives (1A and 1B).

WHY THIS NOTICE? ) :

The Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIR/SDEIS), that was
prepared pursuant to Federal and State environmental laws, examines the potential environmental impacls of the aliernatives being
considered for the proposed MCP project. The document describes why the project is being proposed, the project alternatives, the
existing environment that could be effected by the project, the potential environmental impacts of each of the proposed altematives, and
the proposed avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures. Potential benefits from future implementation include increased
accessibility for residents and businesses and relieving traffic congestion on the regional and local transportation network, Key issues
include impacts to community character and cohesion, land use, farmlands, growth-related effects, biological resources, aguatic
resources, cultural resources, aesthetics, park lands, open space, residential relocations, business relocations, traffic, noise, air quality,
climate change, and temporary construction effects. The proposed work involves sites on a list enumerated under Section 65962.5 of the
Government Code to hazardous wastes. One or more of the alternatives being evaluated will have an effect on the historic properties
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The United States Army Corps of Engineers is a Cooperating Agency under NEPA
and infends to use the MCF EIS as the supporting documentation for its future Section 404 permitting action.

This notice is to advise the public that the review and comment period for the RDEIR/SDEIS has been extended 30 days to April
10, 2013. In addition, the project technical studies have been posted on the project website.

WHAT IS AVAILABLE?

The RDEIR/SDEIS and technical studies are available for viewing at the following locations during regular business hours: 1) RCTC,
4080 Lemon Street 3rd Floor, Riverside, CA 92501; 2) FHWA, 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100, Sacramento, CA 95814; 3} Caltrans
District 8 Office, 464 W. 4th Street, San Bemardino, CA 92401; 4) Perris Public Library, 163 E. San Jacinto Avenue, Perris, CA 92507,
5} San Jacinto Public Library, 500 Idyllwild Drive, San Jacinto, CA 92583; and 6) Moreno Valley Public Library, 25480 Alessandro
Boulevard, Mareno Valley, CA 92553. You may also view the RDEIR/SDEIS and technical studies at www.midcountyparkway.org,

WHERE YOU COME IN

The RDEIR/SDEIS is available for public review and comment between January 25, 2013 and April 10, 2013. The purpose of the pubiic
review and comment period is to give inferested parties the opportunity to provide their input on the proposed project and the
environmental analysis for the project. Public and agency comments previously submitted for the October 2008 Draft EIR/EIS will be
included in the MCP Administrative Record, but no formal responscs will be prepared. Any comments received during the public review
period of the RDEJR/SDEIS will be formally responded to in the Final EiR/EIS, Comments may be submitted online at
www.midcountyparkway.org, or mailed to: Ms. Cathy Bechtel, RCTC, P.O. Box 12008, Riverside, CA 92502. All comments must be
received no later than 5 PM on April 10, 2013,

CONTACT/SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS
For individuals who require special accommodations {documentation in alternate formats, ete.), please cali (951) 787-7141 or write to:
Ms. Cathy Bechtel, RCTC, P.O. Box 12008, Riverside, CA 92502, before April 10, 2013,
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S-2-1

This letter is a copy of the memorandum sent by the State Clearinghouse and
Planning Unit to all reviewing state agencies notifying those agencies of the extension
of the review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS to April

10, 2013. No further response is needed.
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Andra Boutros, Execulive Director

March 8, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
PO Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR)/Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (RDEIS) — Mid County Parkway Project

Dear Ms. Beclitel,

The California Transportation Commission, as a Responsible Agency, received the RDEIR/RDEIS for the
Mid County Parkway Project (project). The project will construct a 16 mile west-east transportation
corridor between Interstate-215 (I-215) and State Route (SR) 79 in Riverside County connecting the
Cities of San Jacinto and Perris. The project will consist of a divided highway including three lanes in
each direction with on and off ramps as well as freeway-freeway type interchanges at I-215 and SR-79.

The Commission has no comments to the RDEIR/RDEIS or the alternatives to be considered in the
RDEIR/RDEIS. However, the Commission recommends that the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) and its partners identify and secure the necessary funding to complete the
project.

The Commission should be notified as soon as the environmental process is complete as the

Commission cannot allocate funds to a project for design, right of way or construction until the final
environmental document is complete and the Commission has considered the environmental impacts
of the project and approved the environmentally cleared project for future consideration of funding. S-3-1

Upon completion of the CEQA process, prior to the Commission’s action to approve the project for
future consideration of funding, the Commission expects the lead and/or implementing agency to
provide written assurance whether the selected alternative identified in the final environmental
document is or is not consistent with the project programimed by the Comumission and included in the
Regional Transportation Plan. In the absence of such assurance of consistency, it may be assumed
that the project is not consistent and Comimission staff will base its recommendations to the
Commission on that fact. The Commission may deny funding to a project which is no longer eligible
for funding due to scope modifications or other reasons.
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If you have any questions, please contact Laura Pennebaker at (916) 653-7121.

Sincerely,

Gt
DRE BOUTROS

Executive Director

c: Bruce April, Interim Chief, Caltrans Divison of Environmental Analysis
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S-3-1

This comment notes that the California Transportation Commission (CTC) is a
Responsible Agency under CEQA and has no comments on the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. It also describes the process required for consideration
of funding by the CTC after the completion of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) process for the MCP project. The Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) is aware of these requirements and will work with the CTC
after the completion of the CEQA process to provide the required documentation to
the CTC.

As discussed on page 1-13, in Section 1.2.1, Funding and Programming, in the Final
EIR/EIS, the preferred alternative MCP project (Alternative 9 Modified with the
SJIRB DV) is consistent with the MCP project programmed in the 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan (adopted April 4, 2012).

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-141
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STATE OF CALFORNIA - CALIFORNIA NATURALRESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWRN IR, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

1416 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836
SACRAMENTO, CA 242360001

(916) 6535791
NECEIVE U
March 11, 2013 N a1 4 290
 RVERSIDE COUNTY
Ms. Cathy Bechtel 'RANSFORTATION CEMMISSION

Project Development Director

Riverside County Transportation Commission
Post Office Box 12008

Riverside, California 92502

Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Mid County Parkway Project, Between Cities of Perris and
San Jacinto, Riverside County, Near Milepost 442.95, California Aqueduct, East
Branch, Southern Field Division, SCH2004111103

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(RDEIR/SDEIS) for the Mid County Parkway Project (Parkway Project) in Riverside
County. The RDEIR/SDEIS describes the proposal to improve a 16-mile transportation
corridor to relieve local and regional traffic congestion between the cities of Perris and
San Jacinto and surrounding Riverside County communities. The Project involves
west-east transportation in western Riverside County between Interstate 215 in the west
and State Route 79 in the east.

Three build alternatives are proposed in the Parkway Project that affect Ramona
Expressway southeast of Lake Perris. One of the alternatives, Alternative 4 Modified,
follows a northern alignment near Lake Perris. This alternative follows the Perris Valley
Storm Drain to the south of Ramona Expressway and crosses Ramona Expressway in
two places, between Lake Perris and Interstate 215. This alternative may impact a
pending California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) Emergency Release Facility
project that will upgrade and enhance State Water Project infrastructure of Lake Perris.
The DWR project, scheduled between 2013 and 20186, includes construction of facilities
along the northern alignment of Ramona Expressway, between Perris Valley Storm
Drain and Lake Perris Dam. In addition, a future project involving the outlet tower for
Lake Perris, near Martin Street and Bernasconi Hills, to the south of Lake Perris, may
be impacted. DWR’s construction and ongoing operations and maintenance activities
shall not be disrupted during the construction of the Parkway Project.

Please provide DWR with a copy of any subsequent environmental documentation
when it becomes available for public review. Any future correspondence relating fo the
above-mentioned concerns of DWR should be sent to:

S5-4-1

S-4-2




Ms. Cathy Bechtel
March 11, 2013
Page 2

California Department of Water Resources
Division of Operations and Maintenance
State Water Project Encroachments Section
Attn: Leroy Ellinghouse, Jr.

1416 Ninth Street, Room 641-1
Sacramento, California 95814

If you have any questions, please contact Leroy Ellinghouse, Jr.,' Chief, State Water
Project Encroachments Section, at (916) 653-7168 or Jonathan Canuela at
(916) 653-5095.

Sincerely,

David M. Samson, Chief
State Water Project Operations Support Office
Division of Operations and Maintenance

cc:  Office of Planning and Research
California State Clearinghouse
1400 10" Street
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

S-4-2




S-4-1

The comment notes that Alternative 4 Modified may temporarily impact a pending
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Emergency Release Facility
Project if the DWP project and the MCP project are under construction concurrently
or if the MCP project precedes the DWP project and restricts access to State Water
Project infrastructure proposed for improvement as part of the DWP project in the
vicinity of Lake Perris, the Perris Valley Storm Drain, and the Ramona Expressway.
This comment also notes concern regarding the alignments of the MCP Build
Alternatives in relation to the planned outlet tower for Lake Petris.

The comment states that DWR’s construction and ongoing operations/maintenance
activities shall not be disrupted during the construction of the MCP project.

Table 3.5.A on page 3.5-8 in Section 3.5, Utilities/Emergency Services, in the Final
EIR/EIS, was revised to include these two planned DWR facilities. Please note that
none of the MCP Build Alternatives will impact the outlet tower for Lake Perris, near
Martin Street and Bernasconi Hills, south of Lake Perris because the alignments of all
the Build Alternatives are south of the outlet tower.

Table 3.5.A (Revised) Temporary Impacts to Utility Facilities

Utility Provider | Type of Utility Impacts
California Water supply, The DWR issued a Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the
Department of release facility, | proposed Perris Dam Emergency Release Facility on
Water Resources outlet tower September 9, 2013. The Emergency Release Facility along
{DWR) the northern alignment of Ramona Expressway between

Perris Valley Storm Drain and Lake Perris Dam could be
affected temporarily if the DWP project and if Alternative 4
Modified project are under construction concurrently or if
Alternative 4 Modified precedes the DWP project and
restricts access to State Water Project infrastructure proposed
for improvement as part of the DWP project in the vicinity of
Lake Perris, the Perris Valley Storm Drain, and the Ramona
Expressway. However, these impacts will not occur because
Alternative 9 Modified has been identified as the preferred
alternative for the MCP project.

Noune of the MCP Build Alternatives will impact the outlet
tower for Lake Perris, near Martin Street and Bernasconi
Hills, south of Lake Perris because the alignments of all the
Build Altematives are south of the outlet tower.

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f} Evaluation S-145
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S-4-2

The following contact information was added on page 7-4 in Chapter 7, Distribution
List, in the Final EIR/EIS to ensure that the Final EIR/EIS and other related
correspondence was sent to the requested DWR contact person:

California Department of Water Resources
Division of Operations and Maintenance
State Water Project Encroachments Section
Atin: Leroy Ellinghouse, Jr.

1416 Ninth Street, Room 641-1
Sacramento, California 95814

S-146 Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
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March 29, 2013

Cathy Bechtel, Project Development Director
Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.0. Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502-2208

RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, MID-COUNTY PARKWAY - RIVERSIDE COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, SCH# 2004111103

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

Staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (RWQCB) has reviewed the
January 2013 Recirculated Draft Environmental iImpact Report/ Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (RDEIR/SDEIS) for the proposed Mid-County Parkway (MCP). The Projectis a
multi-lane regional, limited access highway proposed for construction between State Route 79 west
of San Jacinto (SR-79) and Interstate 215 in Perris (I-215), generaily following the present
alignment of Ramona Expressway.

The Project would be approximately 16 miles long, depending on which of the following three
“Project Build” alternative routes (diverging at about Evans Road, Perris) is chosen (RDEIR/ SDEIS
p.2-7-19) for the western end of the MCP:

1) Alternative 4 Modified, which would curve the parkway to the north along and across the
Perris Storm Drain (PSD), then intersect the -215 near the present Ramona Expressway
interchange. A 1.8-mile bridge would be built over the PSD floodplain that would require
placement of bridge columns in the PSD channel (RDEIR/SDEIS at p.2-28);

2) Alternative 5§ Modified, which would direct the parkway slightly toward the northwest, to join
the 1-215 near Rider Street. A 700-ft bridge across the PSD would require piacement of
bridge columns in the PSD channel; or,

3) Alternative 9 Modified, the most southerly alignment, which would continue the parkway
westerly to join the I-215 near Placentia Avenue. An 800-ft bridge across the PSD would
require placement of bridge columns in the PSD channel.

As discussed below, two “design variations” are also proposed as additional options to be
considered with these three Alternatives: the “San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation” (SJRB
DV) proposed for the central portion of the MCP, and the “San Jacinto North Design Variation”
(SJN DV) proposed for the MCP connection with SR-79.

We request that the following comments be incorporated into the final REIR/SEIS, in order to
protect water quality standards (i.e., water quality objectives and beneficial uses) identified in the

CaroLE H. Beswick, chan | KURT V., BEAGHTOLD, EXECUTIVE OFFIGER

3737 Main St., Sulte 500, Riverside, CA 32501 | www.walerboards.ca.gov/santaana
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Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin, 1895, as amended (Region 8 Basin
Plzn):

1. The final REIR/SEIS should reflect that Regional Board staff prefers the Alternative 5 Modified
options over the Alternative 9 Modified options (see Comment 3, below), because under
Alternative 5 Modified, overall, fewer acres of waters of the state and of the U.S. are likely to
receive temporary or permanent impacts. Alternative 5 Modified will have slightly greater S-5-1
permanent impact on federal waters, but less permanent impact on federal wetlands. Regional
Board staff recommends no further consideration of Alternative 4 Modified options, which would
have the greatest impact of the three Alternatives on wetlands, riparian water bodies, and their
water quality standards (RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix E, Table E.2; Table S.1, “impacts of the MCP
Build Alternatives,” Executive Summary at p.S-53; Appendix P, Table A).

2. The RDEIR/SDEIS does not clearly report the area of the San Jacinto River channel and its
floodplain that would receive fill for construction of either the original MCP “base case” bridge
design or its proposed variation. The lack of clarity may lead to conflicting statements, as we
explain below.

In the central segment of the MCP route, each.Alternative would cross the San Jacinto River
directly south of the existing 255-foot Ramona Expressway bridge, which spans the width of the
active channel only. The Project’s base case bridge is for two parallel, 4,326 foot long
continuous spans, supported by columns or bents, across the San Jacinto River and its entire
floodplain. The RDEIR/SDEIS proposes the “San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation” (SJRB
DV) to the original design. The SJRB DV consists of a 1,941-foot span over the San Jacinto
River and most of its floodplain, plus an additional 531-foot span over Martin Street farther west
(a total span length of 2,472 feet for the two bridges). The RDEIR/SDEIS at p.2-17 adds, “The
SJRB DV would also include a total of 1,849 linear feet of fill on either end of the bridges within
the same [imits as the base case bridge.” Therefore, we understand that the total length of the
SJRB DV system would be 2,472 feet of bridges plus 1,849 linear feet of fill placed at the ends
of both bridges (equaling 4,321 linear feet, nearly that of the base case bridge). S.5.2

Given the above discussion in the RDEIR/SDEIS, including the projected “...series of short
spans...” (RDEIR/SDEIS at p.2-29) for the SJRB DV, Regional Board staff believe that the final
REIR/SEIS should clarify whether the SURB DV 1) constitutes a single line of two bridges
(versus the parallel “base case” spans) and 2) would result in placement of more fill in the
river’s floodplain than would the “base case” bridge, while spanning the same width of
floodplain. The RDEIR/SDEIS does not report or show details of how the segments SIRB DV
system would be joined. If the connection between the two segments involves placement of
additional fill within the floodplain, the area and volume of the fill should be reported. For clarity,
the final RDEIR/SDEIS should have profile drawings (similar to the profile for a typical wildlife
crossing in Appendix I, Attachment E), comparing the profiles of the SIRB DV and the “base
case” bridge, so that the differences between these design variations can visualized for
analysis. Plan views comparing the “base case” bridge and the SJRB DV would also be
helpful.

Additionally, Appendix E, Table E.2, which lists jurisdictional delineations, and Appendix |,
Attachment D, “Summary of Bridge Descriptions and Avoidance of Jurisdictional Areas—
Modified MCP,” indicate that both the SJRB DV and the "base case” bridge scenarios (bridge
pier bents, abutments, etc.) have identical impacts to jurisdictional waters (Table E.2), and will
completely avoid federal and state jurisdictional waters (Attachment D). The final RDEIR/




Ms. Cathy Bechtel -3- March 29, 2013

SDEIS should clarify how both cases are true, if the original base case bridge entails less of a A
+ fill footprint (fewer bridge columns, supports, etc.) in the San Jacinto River floodplain then does
the SJRB DV design. Such clarification could be added to the descriptions of both SJR bridge
scenarios in RDEIR/SDEIS at pp.2-28 and 2-29. Because the base case bridge design 5-5-2
appears to pose fewer impacts to federal jurisdictional waters and to wildlife-related beneficial
uses of the river and its floodplain, and appears to minimize restrictions to flood flows, the “base
case” bridge is Board staff's preferred alternative.

. Appendix P, Table A indicates that the “Alternative 5 Modified, San Jacinto North Design
Variation” appears to have less overall impact on waters, as acreage1, than the other
Aiternatives and variation, and therefore this is the option preferred by Board staff. S-5.3
The original design or “base case” had the eastern end of the MCP connecting with the existing
SR-78 immediately south of Ramona Expressway. However, the Project’'s second design
variation (San Jacinto North Design Variation, or SUIN DV) would locate the junction of the MCP
and SR-78 1,140 feet north of the current Ramona Expressway alignment. None of the above-
referenced tables report impacts to wetland and non-riparian wetland water bodies at the
optional SUN DV / SR-79 connection. The RDEIR/SDEIS reports, instead, that the “State Route
79 Realignment Project” would ostensibly precede the MCP Project, identify and impact those
water bodies, and mitigate for them (Appendix P, Table A footnote). Regiona! Board staff
believes that impacts to water bodies at the proposed MCP junctions with the realigned SR 79
should be analyzed in the MCP’s final REIR/SEIS, in order to provide information needed to
understand these options’ potential effects on waters and water quality and determine
mitigation needs, if any.

Appendix P, Table A, most succinctly shows the areas of temporary and permanent impacts to
waters of the state, and of the U.S., that would occur with each of three optional alignments for
each of the three Alternatives presented, for a total of nine variations. To enable comparison of
these alternatives’ and variations’ impacts on waters, the RDEIR/SDEIS preparers should S-5-4
consider replicating this table within the text of the Report/Study, at about p.2-29. |

. We acknowledge that the RDEIR/SDEIS identifies the type and acreage of wetlands and other
waters of the U.S. under federal jurisdiction, and waters of the state that are not under federal
jurisdiction. However, insufficient information is provided that describes the ecological condition
of these waters. Board staff believes that the final REIR/SEIR should include an analysis
comparing the ecological condition of each of these waters that will potentially be impacted,
using standard metrics, such as California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM) 6.0, 2012. This
information can be useful to inform further analysis of which design options have the least g.5.5
impact on aquatic resources, as measured by the condition of the resource, not merely by
acreage impacted. This information will also be useful to determine how to appropriately
mitigate for unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources.

! “Alternative 5 Modified, SJNorth DV™ would: 1) impact a combined total of 9.22 acres of temporary and permanent waters of
the U.S. and the state; 2) permanently impact 6.70 acres of waters of the U.S; 3) impact the fewest acres of wetland; and, 4)
impact the fewest acres of vegetated water bodies (11.43 acres) under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife. In comparison, “Alternative 9 Modified, SJN DV” would have fewer permanent impacts (6.59 acres) to waters of
the U.S., but more overall total temporary and permanent impacts (8.84 acres) to waters of the U.S. and state, and to
vegetated water bodies (11.97 acres).
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5. The RDEIR/SDEIS discusses that an application for Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 Water
Quality Standards Certification will eventually be submitted to the Regional Board (Table S.1,
p.S-54; Table S.2, “Permits and Approvals Needed”).? For the as-yet undetermined Alternative,
the Certification application should include:

e The number, type, location, and individual and total area of roadway and bridge supports
and footings, including columns, piers, bents and fills, that are to be installed in the PSD
and San Jacinto River active channel and floodplain;

e The volume, area, and footprint of fill that is to be placed in the PSD and San Jacinto
River active channel and floodplain. “Fill" includes footings as well as engineered earth
fills; 5-5-6

e The acreage and linear feet of waters of the U.S./state proposed to be impacted by the
project;

e Objective information and metrics concerning the ecological condition and function for
each water body to be impacted;

e The type of impacts occurring to each water body and its beneficial uses (e.g., fill and/or
excavation, alteration of hydrology, removal of vegetation, changes in ecological
complexity, shading aquatic resources or environments, etc.);

e Mitigation Plan (see Comment 6., below) of measures to compensate for permanent
impact to and loss of waters and their water quality standards;

o Tentative Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) for the MCP; and,

e The project's proposed drainage plan showing location of proposed stormwater quality
BMPs.

6. Regional Board staff agrees with the premise of Appendix P, “Conceptual Mitigation Plan for
Impacts to Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States,” which is meant to provide the
framework for compensatory mitigation to satisfy CWA Sections 404/401, and California Fish
and Game Code Section1602. Appendix P indicates that a number of mitigation opportunities
will be utilized following the selection of the final Project Alternative option, but that a minimum
2:1 ratio will be followed for, “...a net increase of aquatic resource function.” While short term,
temporary impacts will be mitigated through “in-place restoration of resources” at a 1:1 ratio,
longer term temporary and permanent impacts will be mitigated with a minimum 2:1 ratio / no-
net-loss of aquatic resource acreage approach to mitigation, using “...establishment (creation),
restoration, preservation, or enhancement...” actions (p. P-3). Appendix P prioritizes these
actions as follows: S-5-7

a. On-site and/or off-site establishment (net gain of rebuilt aquatic resource area);

b. On-site and/or off-site rehabilitation (net gain of aquatic resource function, not area);
¢. On-site enhancement (improvement of aquatic functions); and

d. Preservation.

This prioritization appears to anticipate that most resources that will be impacted are functioning
at a relatively low level. Regional Board staff prefers that for aquatic and riparian resources that
have relatively good to high levels of function, to the maximum extent practical, impacts should
be avoided, first and foremost, and therefore we believe that enhancement and preservation
should be higher mitigation priorities. This assumes that a minimum amount of enhancement is

2 The Alternatives Analysis (Appendix M) found the “No Action Alternative under Section 404(b)(1)" to not be feasible, becaus
the Project would invariably impact waters of the U.S. V
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needed to provide the desired functional lift. The other mitigation priorities outlined entail ¢

* significant intervention to modify existing resources to achieve no net loss or provide functional S.5.7
lift, rather than avoiding or minimizing impacts and preserving or enhancing existing ecological E
function.

Further, various tools for assessing ecological condition should be applied to each water body
proposed to be impacted along the chosen alignment. The same tools can also be used to
assess and evaluate proposed mitigation sites. Tools including (but not limited to) CRAM 6.0,
2012, the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Delineation Manual, Arid West
Region, USACE, 2008, and USACE’s Before-After Mitigation Impact ("BAMI") spreadsheet,
2012, etc., can be used to quantify attributes of a particular water body, to assess magnitude
proposed of impact(s), to evaluate proposed mitigation ratios, and to plan mitigation outcomes.
This information should then be used to develop resource-condition based “no net loss” S-5-8
mitigation proposals and assess whether proposed mitigation will adequately compensate for
unavoidable impairments of the affected water's ecological functions, which include their water
quality standards. We concur that the “detailed mitigation plan must be developed,”...in
consultation with agency representatives (p.P-21), focusing “on specific mitigation ratios and
performance standards...” This consultation is expected to include consideration of no net loss
of the function and service of affected waters, as well as no net loss of acreage of aquatic
resources.

7. In Appendix |, Attachment 3, the Regional Board’s December 24, 2004 letter was grouped with E
“Regional Agencies” historical letters, instead of with those from “State Agencies.” Regional g.5.g
Board staff request that the enclosed December 12, 2008 letter, which was not represented in
Attachment 3, be included in the Final EIR with our December 24, 2004 letter in the “State

Agencies” category.

If you have any questions, please contact Glenn Robertson at (951) 782-3259, or
Glenn.Roberison@waterboards.ca.qov, or me at (951) 782-3234, or
Mark.Adelson@waterboards.ca.qov

Sincerely,

alk C- Gl
Mark G. Adelson, Chief
Regional Planning Programs Section

Enclosure; Regional Board December 12, 2008 leiter

Ccwiencl; State Clearinghouse
U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles — Susan A. Meyer at susan.a.mever@usace.army.mil
LI.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad — Karin Cleary-Rose
California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Ontario- Jeff Brandt

X:Groberts on Magnolia/Data/CEQA/CEQA Responses/ Within Riverside County/ RDEIR —~ Supp DEIS - Riverside County Transportation Comm —
Mid-County Parkway 2013.doc
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December 12, 2008

Cathy Bechtel, Project Development Director
Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon Street, 3" Floor

Riverside, CA 92501

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT, RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, MID-
COUNTY PARKWAY, SCH# 2004111103

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

Regional Board (RWQCB) staff have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS) for the proposed Mid-County
Parkway (MCP; Project), a multi-lane regional highway with undetermined exits that will
extend from San Jacinto to Interstate 15 (I-15) south of Corona.

5-6-10

The Preferred Alternative is the southernmost route, “Alternative 9 with the Temescal
Wash Design Variation (9 TWS DV),” which recognizes direct impacts to 10.1 acres of
waters of the U.S. (Table 3.18.C), jurisdictional to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) and our office (Clean Water Act Sections 404/401). The Project area (all S-5-11
alternatives) encompasses a total of 112.65 acres of Corps-jurisdictional area and 257.5
acres of California Department of Fish and Game jurisdictional area. At our meeting
with you planned for,December 16, 2008, we would like to discuss appropriate
mitigation for proposed impacts of the MCP project to waters of both the U.S. and state.

We request that the EIR/EIS {(Response to Comments) incorporate discussion of the
following comments, in order for the Project to best protect water quality standards
(water quality objectives and beneficial uses) identified in the Water Quality Control Plan
for the Santa Ana River Basin, 1995, as amended (Region 8 Basin Plan):

1. The DEIR/DEIS (p. 3.18-2) should clarify that surface waters outside of federal
jurisdiction (“isclated waters”) are nevertheless waters of the State and may be
subject to individual waste discharge requirements issued by the Regiona! Board, G.5.12
pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Large-scale maps of all
portions of the proposed route should indicate all jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional
water bodies identified.

2. The discussions of cumulative and growth-inducing impacts (DEIR/DEIS p. 4-14;
Section 3.25) indicate that the presence of the MCP will have little influence on the
construction of new developments along the route, population increase, rate of
growth, etc. Instead, we believe that the DEIR/DEIS shouid reflect that almost all

5-5-13

California Environmenial Protection Agency

ﬁ Recycled Paper
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major roads do engender growth and the development of the properties along them
(perhaps with the exception of a minimum-exit tollroad). The accessible regional
network that the MCP will help create will likely cause, or at the very least contribute
to, increased traffic in the long term, with additional attendant increase in the loading
of pollutants of concern in stormwater runoff from the proposed projects’ facilities.

We request that the DEIR/DEIS mention related projects at various levels of
likelihood, including the Corona Foothill Parkway, the East Corona Corridor, and all
existing and potential developments related to the MCP segment extending west of
the MCP/1-15 interchange. This analysis need not be extensive. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15065, 15130, and 15355, we request that the MCP's “effects”
be “considered together” with “closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects” (not merely current projects adjacent to the
MCP, or those that are consistent with the County General Plan).

. Along any of the routes for Alternatives 4/5/6/7, at the corner of Cajalco and Wood
Roads, there is a constructed wetland mitigation site established as a Clean Water
Act § 401 Certification condition for the Boulder Heights development project that
should be avoided (the 9 TWS DV alternative does not have this impact). Further,
DEIR/DEIS p. 4-13 indicates that if Alternatives 4/5/6/7 are selected, then impacts
posed by a new confined Cajalco Creek alignment could not be mitigated to befow a
level of significance. The DEIR/DEIS must explain why a different design could not
avoid impacting these water bodies.

. All MCP alternatives enter Temescal Canyon at the same location, 100 feet south of
the existing Cajalco Road alignment, and intersect with to the I-15 with two elevated
“flyways" and other connectors. As depicted on Figure 3.9.3, the flyways would pass
directly over and shade the confluence of Bedford Canyon Creek Wash and
Temescal Canyon Creek Wash and be anchored on piers within the Bedford Canyon
Creek Wash floodplain. Changes to Cajalco Road and Bridge (over Temescal
Creek Wash) evidently are part of a separate element of the MCP project ("Northern
Bridge") that we would like to discuss with County staff. One note said that the
Caijalco Road/l-15 area would undergo a major revision by 2011. Because there are
mitigation sites near this location, clarification regarding the project’s effects on
Cajalco Road and its usage are needed. For reasons outlined below, we would like
to discuss relocation of certain proposed structures in order to minimize impacts to
beneficial uses of the Temescal Creek Wash floodplain.

Regional Board staff have been overseeing three mitigation projects in the
confluence of Temescal Creek Wash and Bedford Canyon Creek Wash and their
floodplains, involving restoration of beneficial uses, in compliance with permits
administered by the Regional Board:

a) SWRCB Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ, City of Corona - To mitigate
for loss of wildlife habitat associated with construction within Bedford Canyon
Creek Wash, a restoration plan is being implemented adjacent to the City of
Corona Wastewater Treatment Plant No. 3.

California Environmental Protection Agency

ﬁ Recycled Paper

5-5-13

S-5-14

5-5-15

$5-5-16
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b) Order No. R8-2003-0015, Waste Discharge Requirements for SE Corporation,
Dos Lagos Project — To mitigate for loss of wildlife habitat associated with
construction within and adjacent to Bedford Canyon Creek Wash and Temescal
Creek Wash, a program for exotic vegetation removal and streambed planting is
being conducted across the Bedford Canyon Creek Wash floodplain and in part
of the confluence.

c) Amendment to 401 Water Quality Certification File No. 332000-05, for SE
Corporation, Dos Lagos Project — To mitigate for loss of wildlife habitat
associated with construction of the Temescal Canyon Road bridge over Bedford
Canyon Creek Wash and armoring of the Bedford Canyon Creek Wash channel.
Similar restoration work is being done in conjunction with b), above, after
lengthy negotiations with SE Corp. over available mitigation sites. As part of
these requirements, SE Corp. has entered into an agreement with the City of
Corona (City) to maintain a drainage inlet structure located on the south side of
Cajalco Road, east of Temescal Canyon Road. We request that the DEIR/
DEIS assure that if this inlet structure is moved or replaced, a responsible
agency will agree to accept and carry out the responsibility for its ongoing
operation and maintenance.

5-5-16

Another possible project in and around the Temescal Creek Wash/ Bedford Canyon
Creek Wash confluence, entails the transfer of five acres of this floodplain area from
SE Corp. to Riverside County Flood Control District. Any project at the confluence
would likely be encroached upon by the MCP, associated widening of the Cajalco
Road Bridge, and/or the projected “Northern Bridge.” The EIR/EIS should explain
and evaluate how the MCP route and structures would change the Cajaico Road
Bridge, floodplain, and confluence. We request that proposed MCP project
elements not diminish the quality of the beneficial uses that are now under
restoration in the vicinity of this confluence. The EIR/EIS needs to describe how
BMPs, designs, and construction procedures will avoid introducing to this riparian
habitat the contaminants and permanent disturbance associated with runoff,
construction, shading, and traffic, so that recognized WILD, WARM, RARE, REC2,
and GWR beneficial uses (p. 3.9-12) would not be degraded.

If you have any questions, please call Glenn Robertson at (951) 782-3259 or
grobertson@waterboards.ca.gov , or me at (951) 782-3234 or madelson@walterboards.ca.qov .

Q.00

Mark G. Adelson, Chief
Regional Planning Programs Section

Sincerely,

cc: State Clearinghouse
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles — Jason Lambert/Public Info site
U.S. Fish and Witdlife Service, Carishad — Doreen Stadtlander
California Department of Fish and Game — Magdelena Rodriguez/Jefl Brandt/Mike Flores
Best Best & Krieger, Riverside - Michelle Oueilletle
Jacobs Engineering, Cypress — Steve Henderson/ cc: Jeannie Lee Bang/ Dawn Nevils
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency — Gail Barton
Riverside-Corona Resource Conservalion District, Riverside — Arlee Montaivo
X:Grobets on Magnolia/Data/CEQA/CEQA Responses/ DEIR-County of Riverside Transportation-Mid-County Parkway.doc

California Environmental Protection Agency

ﬁ Recycled Paper



Appendix S Responses to Comments

S5-5-1

This comment states the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB’s)
preference for Alternative 5 Modified options over the Alternative 9 Modified options
due to overall fewer acres of temporary and permanent impacts to waters of the State
and waters of the United States. This comment also recommends no further
consideration of the Alternative 4 Modified options, due to that alternative having the
greatest impact of the three Build Alternatives on wetlands, riparian water bodies, and
their water quality standards. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and to
identify the preferred alternative for the MCP project is described in Section 2.5.5,
Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As
discussed in the NEPA/404 Checkpoint 3 Preliminary LEDPA package (provided in
Appendix M), even though Alternative 5 Modified affects fewer acres than
Alterative 9 Modified with the SJRD DV, these impacts are to higher quality aquatic
resources; therefore, Alternative 9 Modified with the STRB DV was identified as the
preferred altemnative.

S5-5-2

Please refer to Section S.5.3, Master Response Related to the San Jacinto River
Bridge, on page S-44, for a detailed discussion regarding the features of the Base
Case and Design Variation for the bridges crossing the San Jacinto River under all
three Build Alternatives and the effects of those features. This master response
provides the clarification requested in this comment regarding the design of the “Base
Case” bridge and the SIRB DV, including plan views of both bridge designs. It also
provides clarification on why impacts to jurisdictional waters are the same for both
bridge designs.

It is acknowledged that this comment also states: “Because the Base Case bridge
design appears to pose fewer impacts to federal jurisdictional waters and to wildlife-
related beneficial uses of the river and its floodplain, and appears to minimize
restrictions to flood flows, the “Base Case” bridge is Board staff’s preferred
altemnative.” However, as noted in Section S.5.3, Master Response Related to the San
Jacinto River Bridge, on page S-44, Alternative 9 Modified with the SJRB DV was
identified as the preferred alternative.

S5-5-3

This comment states the RWQCB’s preference for the Alternative 5 Modified, San
Jacinto North Design Variation (SJN DV) due to overall fewer acres of temporary
and permanent impacts on waters of the State and of the United States. The process
used to evaluate the alternatives and to identify the preferred alternative for the MCP
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project is described in Section 2.5.5, Tdentification of the Preferred Alternative, on
page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As a result of that process, Alternative 9 Modified
was identified as the preferred alternative. This alternative was also identified as the
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) based on the
alternatives analysis provided in Appendix M in the Final EIR/EIS.

The comment also requests that the Final EIR/EIS include analysis on impacts to
water bodies at the proposed MCP interchange with the realigned State Route 79
(SR-79) to provide information needed to understand the potential effects of the
design variations on waters and water quality and determine mitigation needs. As
noted in Table 5-2 on page 163 in the Supplement to the MCP Natural Environment
Study (December 2011) and Table 3.18.B, Impacts to Wetland and Other
Jurisdictional Areas, on page 3.18-16 in the Final EIR/EIS, the impacts of the MCP
Build Alternatives on wetlands and other jurisdictional areas exclude impacts to
jurisdictional areas that are within the MCP/SR-79 interchange footprint, which are
wholly attributable to the SR-79 Realignment Project (i.e., jurisdictional areas that
will be impacted by the SR-79 Realignment Project prior to construction of MCP and
will be mitigated by the SR-79 Realignment Project). The impacts to jurisdictional
areas attributable to the MCP project are shown in Figures B-3 and B-5 in the
NEPA/404 Checkpoint 3 Preliminary LEDPA information package (provided in
Appendix M in this Final EIR/EIS). The fact that the SR-79 construction (and
impacts) would occur prior to construction of the MCP project is discussed in the
subsection titled “Related Projects™ on page 1-35 in the Final EIR/EIS. Therefore, any
mmpacts in the “overlap” area between the two projects would be attributed to the
SR-79 Realignment Project and not the MCP project. Please refer to Section 3.25,
Cumulative Impacts, which describes how the effects of the SR-79 project were
included in the cumulative impacts analysis for the MCP project.

The environmental teams for the MCP and SR-79 projects have worked closely
together for a number of years to ensure that all impacts identified in the area these
two projects overlap are consistently described and that the SR-79 Realignment
Project assessed the impact area for all of its impacts within the SR-79/MCP
mterchange. This coordination ensured that impacts were accurately accounted for in
both projects, and that impacts were not “double counted.”

The Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79 Realignment Project was released for public review
on February 8, 2013. The MCP/SR-79 interchange is shown in Figure 2.2-27c,

Phase 3 SR-79 Construction Phasing, 20-Year Design Horizon, in that Draft EIR/EIS,
and all impacts to biological resources within the SR-79 footprint, including the
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overlapping areas of the MCP project, are included in the project impact area for the
SR-79 project, and all those impacts are disclosed in the environmental document for

that project.

S-5-4

The comment requests that Table A in Appendix P, Conceptual Mitigation Plan, in
the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS be replicated on page 2-29 in
Chapter 2.0, Project Alternatives. The cited section of Chapter 2.0 focuses on the
discussion of bridges included in the MCP Build Alternatives. The potential effects of
those bridges on wetlands and other waters are discussed in detail in Section 3.18,
Wetlands and Other Waters, in the Final EIR/EIS. The information in Table A is
provided in two separate tables in Section 3.18, Wetlands and Other Waters:

Table 3.18.B (Impacts to Wetlands and Other Jurisdictional Areas) on page 3.18-16
and Table 3.18.G (Temporary Impacts to Wetlands and Other Jurisdictional Areas) on
page 3.18-39. Therefore, this information was not repeated in Chapter 2.0 as
requested in this comment. Please also note that the Conceptual Mitigation Plan was
replaced in Appendix P in the Final EIR/EIS with the Habitat Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for USACE Jurisdictional Waters.

S-5-5

The comment states that the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS provides
insufficient information to describe the ecological condition of impacts to wetlands
and waters and suggests comparing the ecological condition of each of the waters that
will potentially be impacted, using standard metrics such as the California Rapid
Assessment Methodology (CRAM). Sections 3.18.2.3, Wetland Functions (page
3.18-13 in the Final EIR/EIS), and 3.18.2.4, Watershed Level and Riparian
Ecosystem Integrity Assessment (page 3.18-14 in the Final EIR/EIS) describe two
assessments of the quality of wetlands and waters impacted by the MCP Build
Alternatives. As noted in the response to comment F-4-11, additional language was
included in Section 3.18.2.4 that describes how these assessments of conditions and
functions can be useful for evaluating impacts of the alternatives and identifying
potential mitigation options. The Riparian Ecosystem Integrity Assessment conducted
by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Engineer Research and
Development Center (ERDC) provides a highly technical, quantitative approach
useful for comparison of the effects of various alternatives on variable sets of
resources. A summary of that analysis is provided in Section 3.18.3.2, Watershed
Level Riparian Ecosystem Integrity Assessment of Impacts, on page 3.18-36 in the
Final EIR/EIS. In addition, a qualitative assessment of the functions identified in the
Wetland Evaluation Technique (WET) was conducted in conjunction with the
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jurisdictional delineation to satisfy assessment requirements under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). The functions described in the WET methodology were analyzed
qualitatively rather than quantitatively to give the reader an easily understood textual
description of the values, conditions, and functions of the aquatic resources. The
qualitative descriptions of wetland conditions for each alternative are summarized in
Table 3.18.C, Permanent Impacts to USACE Jurisdiction Wetlands and Nonwetland
Waters by Drainage System, on page 3.18-19 in the Final EIR/EIS.

The ERDC data were used to help develop the Draft Habitat Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan (HMMP). The Draft HMMP was submitted as a part of the
NEPA/404 Checkpoint 3 Preliminary LEDPA package in December 2013. The
USACE commented on the Draft HMMP on June 11, 2014, saying that “CRAM
Version 6.1 and its current wetland field manuals is inappropriate for assessing non-
vegetated ephemeral tributaries, which is the dominant aquatic resource type that
would be affected by the proposed MCP preferred alternative... However until such
time [when CRAM module for ephemeral systems is developed], then it may be a
valuable tool to use for the MCP project... However, until such time, references to
the use of CRAM to assess the proposed compensatory mitigation sites should be
removed from the revised draft mitigation plan and only reinserted if and when a
decision to utilize this conditional assessment method is made by the Corps, in
consultation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), California Department
of Transportation, and RCTC.” The HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters is
provided in Appendix P in the Final EIR/EIS.

S-5-6

This comment lists the information that needs to be included in the application for
Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 Water Quality Standards Certification. This
information is noted and will be included in the submittal of the Section 401
application during the plans, specifications, and estimate (PS&E) phase of the project
including the specific design information for the selected alternative. Most of the
information requested in this comment is provided in Section 3.18 in the Final
EIR/EIS and in the Draft Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan provided in
Appendix P. Although this information is based on the preliminary engineering, the
level of engineering captures the worst-case impacts of the MCP project because that
level defines a maximum project footprint for the evaluation and documentation of
the potential project effects in the Final EIR/EIS. This information will be re-verified
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and updated during the PS&E phase. The Section 401 permit application will include
more detailed plans showing locations of storm water quality BMPs.

S-5-7

This comment indicates the RWQCB’s preference to first focus on avoidance of
impacts to aquatic and riparian resources that have relatively good to high levels of
function, to the maximum extent feasible, and that enhancement and preservation
should be higher mitigation priorities than on-site and off-site establishment and
rchabilitation.

As shown in the table titled “Summary of Bridge Descriptions and Avoidance of
Jurisdictional Area-Modified MCP,” in Appendix B of the 404(b)(1) Alternatives
Analysis in Appendix M of the Final EIR/EIS, detailed analyses were conducted to
reduce and avoid impacts to jurisdictional areas, particularly wetlands, to the
maximum extent feasible. While the RWQCB’s preference to first focus on avoidance
of impacts to aquatic and riparian resources is noted, it should be noted that aquatic
and riparian resources are not the only resources of concern that need to be
considered for this project. Other key resources of concern include cultural resources,
Section 4(f) properties, biological resources, and the affected communities in the
MCP study area. Accordingly, the MCP does first seek to avoid impacts, as requested
by the commenter. However, where avoidance is the HMMP for USACE
Jurisdictional Watersin infeasible, Appendix P then prioritizes the mitigation
strategies that would be implemented.

S-5-8

Please refer to the response to comment S-5-5, above, for discussion regarding how
the ecological conditions along each alternative were evaluated, which was
considered in the identification of the preferred altemative. The response to comment
S-5-5 also discusses why CRAM was not used for the MCP analysis and why it is not
appropriate for that analysis as noted by the USACE. The USACE now requires the
use of the mitigation ratio calculation worksheet provided as part of their Standard
Operating Procedure for Determination of Mitigation Ratios (12501-SPD), which is
equivalent to the BAMI spreadsheet cited in comment S-5-8. As noted in the
comment, the intent of this procedure is to quantify attributes of a particular water
body, assess the magnitude of the project impacts, evaluate proposed mitigation
rat10s, and plan mitigation outcomes. The preliminary mitigation ratio calculation for
the preferred altemative has been provided to the USACE.

Please note that the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for USACE
Jurisdictional Waters provided in Appendix P in the Final EIR/EIS provides
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mitigation strategies to achieve no net loss of the functions and values of affected
waters, as well as no net loss of acreage of aquatic resources.

S-5-9

The comment indicates that the RWQCB’s December 2004 letter was incorrectly
grouped with regional agency instead of state agency letters in Appendix I,
Supplemental Chapter 2 attachments, in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS and further requested that the RWQCB’s December 12, 2008, letter
(enclosed with the comment letter) and the December 24, 2004, letter be included
with the state agency letters in the Final EIR/EIS.

The 2004 and 2008 letters are now included in Appendix J in the Final EIR/EIS.

S-5-10

The comments in the December 12, 2008, comment letter are responded to in the
responses to comments S-5-11 to S-5-16, below. Please note that the December 12,
2008, comment letter was provided in response to the Draft EIR/Draft EIS for the
originally proposed approximately 32-mile-long MCP project extending from I-15 on
the west to SR-79 on the east. As noted in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS, the MCP project is now proposed as an approximately 16-mile-long
project extending from I-215 on the west and SR-79 to the east. The segment of the
original MCP alignment between I-15 and SR-215 is no longer proposed as part of
the MCP Build Altemnatives. As a result, some of the comments provided in the
December 12, 2008, comment letter are not applicable to the currently proposed MCP
project.

S-5-11

The impact acreages cited in the 2008 comment letter refer to the impacts for the
32-mile long project evaluated in the 2008 Draft EIR/EIS. The impacted acreages
were updated for the approximately 16-mile long modified project in this Final
EIR/EIS (Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 Modified; Alternative 9 Modified is the preferred
alternative). Please refer to Section 3.18, Wetlands and Other Waters, in the Final
EIR/EIS for information regarding the acres of waters affected by the Modified MCP
Build Alternatives (Alternative 4 Modified, Alternative 5 Modified, and Alternative 9
Modified) and the mitigation incorporated in the Build Alternatives to address
permanent and temporary impacts to those waters. Isolated waters are discussed and
shown on maps in the Jurisdictional Delineation and Assessment Report (December
2013) and will be included during the regulatory permitting process.

In addition, the text in Section 3.18.1, Regulatory Setting, in the Final EIR/EIS was
updated to include the following information: “The RWQCBs were established under
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the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act to oversee water quality. Discharges
under the Porter-Cologne Act are permitted by Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs). A Report of Waste Discharge Application may be required when the
discharge is not already subject to CWA requirements."

S-5-12

Please refer to Section 3.18, Wetlands and Other Waters, in the Final EIR/EIS for
information regarding the acres of waters affected by the Modified MCP Build
Alternatives (Alternative 4 Modified, Alternative 5 Modified, and Alternative 9
Modified) and the mitigation incorporated in the Build Alternatives to address
permanent and temporary impacts to those waters. Detailed figures showing the
waters along the alignments of the MCP Build Alternatives are provided in the
Jurisdictional Delineation and Assessment Report (December 2013).

S-5-13

Please refer to the third paragraph in Section 3.2.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation Measures, on page 3.2.4-19 in Section 3.2, Growth, in the Final EIR/EIS
which provides the following conclusion regarding the potential growth inducing
effects of the MCP Build Alternatives “Because of its prior inclusion as a CETAP
corridor in the overall Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) planning process
that led to the adoption of the updated Riverside County General Plan and the
Western Riverside County MSHCP, any direct growth-related effects of the MCP
project are expected to be minimal. As a CETAP corridor, the MCP project is an
integral component of the RCIP and Riverside County General Plan, and the future
growth as projected and planned for in the General Plan reflects the presence of a new
major west-east corridor in western Riverside County. However, the segment of the
MCP project from I-215 east to Antelope Road is located in areas that were not
previously analyzed in the RCIP process and, therefore, these areas may be subject to
indirect growth-related effects to resources of concern. The impacts of these growth-
related effects are minimized through the compliance of local agencies with land use
approval authority (County of Riverside, City of Perris, and City of San Jacinto) and
with the policies contained in their respective General Plans.” Those policies are
described in detail in the remaining paragraphs in Section 3.2.4.

It should be further noted that the MCP Build Alternatives include extensive project
features to address storm water and other runoff and water quality effects as discussed
in 2.3.2.12, Runoff Management/Water Quality Best Management Practices, on

page 2-45 in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, in the Final EIR/EIS.
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S-5-14

Section 3.25.4.5, Cumulative Public Infrastructure Projects, discusses other
transportation improvement projects that have the potential for curnulative effects to
resources of concern in the MCP study area shown on Figure 3.25-1 in Section 3.25,
Cumulative Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS. The projects cited in this comment
(Corona Foothill Parkway, East Corona Corridor, and developments west of I-15) are
over 16 miles west of the MCP project’s terminus at I-215 and are not on facilities
that represent future connections to the MCP project. Those are well outside the study
areas evaluated in the cumulative impacts analyses in Section 3.25. As a result, they
would not contribute to cumulative effects on the resources evaluated in Section 3.25
that could potentially be affected by cumulative impacts of the MCP project and other
projects in the MCP study area. Therefore, they were not considered in the
assessment of cumulative effects of the MCP project.

S-5-15

The alignments of the MCP Build Alternatives no longer extend west of I-215 and, as
a result, would not affect resources including mitigation sites in the vicinity of
Cajalco and Wood Roads. No further response is required.

S-5-16

The alignments of the MCP Build Alternatives no longer extend west of I-215 and, as
a result, would not affect resources including mitigation sites in the vicinity of
Temescal Canyon Creek Wash and Bedford Canyon Creek Wash. No further
response is required.
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State of California - Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN, Jr.. Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Direcior
Inland Deserts Region

3602 Inland.Empire Blvd., Suite C-220

Ontario, CA 91764

(909) 484-0167

www.wildlife.ca.gov

April 10, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon Street, 3 Floor

Riverside, CA 92051

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact
Statement for the Mid County Parkway Project
State Clearinghouse No. 2004111103

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIR) for the Mid County Parkway Project (Project) [State Clearinghouse
No. 2004111103]. The Department is responding to the DEIR as a Trustee Agency for
fish and wildlife resources (Fish and Game Code Sections 711.7 and 1802, and the
California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15388), and as a
Responsible Agency regarding any discretionary actions (CEQA Guidelines Section
15381), such as the issuance of a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (California
Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 et seq.) and/or a California Endangered Species
Act (CESA) Permit for Incidental Take of Endangered, Threatened, and/or Candidate
species (California Fish and Game Code Sections 2080 and 2080.1).

Project Description

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) in cooperation with the
Federal Highway Administration and the California Department of Transportation
proposes to construct a six-lane access control freeway connecting the Interstate 15 to
the future State Route 79. This new freeway will generally follow the existing Ramona
Expressway alignment. As described in the DEIR project description section, there are
three build alternatives (Alternatives 4 Modified, 5 Modified, and 9 Modified) and the two
design variations (San Jacinto River Bridge and San Jacinto North).

Biological Resources and impacts

The CEQA document should contain sufficient, specific, and current biological
information on the existing habitat and species at the Project site: measures to minimize
and avoid sensitive biological resources; and mitigation measures to offset the loss of
native flora and fauna and State waters. The CEQA document should not defer impact
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analysis and mitigation measures to future regulatory discretionary actions, such as a
Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement.

If sensitive species have the potential to occur on the Project site, species specific
surveys should be conducted using methods approved by the Department or assume
the presence of the species throughout the project site. Surveys should be conducted
within one year from the submission of the CEQA document.

The DEIR does not separate permanent impacts from temporary impacts to habitats
present within the Project footprint. The Department believes that the DEIR should
clearly identify permanent and temporary impacts of each alternative separately to
better assess the difference in the aiternatives. In the absence of clearly defined
permanent and temporary impacts the Department is unable to evaluate how the
preferred alternative will be selected and cannot recommend an alternative. The Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) should disclose permanent and temporary impacts
and the method used to select the preferred alternative.

The DEIR states that the construction of the project may result in increased road kill of
small mammals. The Department recommends the installation of appropriate small
mammal fencing along the right of way fencing in those areas where the Project is
adjacent to habitat for sensitive smail mammals such as Los Angeles pocket mouse
(Perognathus longimembris brevinasus), San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys
merriami parvus), and Stephen’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi).

The DEIR discusses typical bird nesting season and states that the active breeding
season extends from March 1 to September 15. Several species start breeding prior to
March. Therefore, the Department recommends that preconstruction surveys for nesting
birds take place prior to any vegetation removal that occurs from February 15 to
September 15. This season may need to be extended for certain species of raptors.

The DEIR states that the construction of the Project will result in an increase of fire
frequency and the introduction of invasive species. The FEIR should analyze what new
invasive species may be introduced to areas adjacent to the Project and propose
adequate avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures. Specific fire protection
measures shouid be disclosed in the FEIR. These analyses and the implementation of
appropriate protective measures are especiaily important in areas adjacent to
conserved habitat such as along the proposed right of way through the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area. The FEIR should clarify if there will be sufficient funding to maintain the
fire protection areas.

Section 3.20 of the DEIR lists 27 species for which suitable habitat occurs within the
project footprint, but were not detected during general surveys. The FEIR shouid clarify
if recent (no older than a year) species specific surveys were conducted to verify if any

of the 27 species are present. If not, an impact analysis, and appropriate avoidance, v

minimization and/or mitigation measures should be included in the FEIR. This is
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especially important for species not covered by the Westem Riverside County Multiple A
Species Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and fully protected species. Additional measures,
such as preconstruction surveys and biological monitoring, should be implemented to S-6-8
ensure that the project will not impact fully protected species such as golden eagle
(Agila chysaetos) and white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus).

Wildlife Crossing

The Department believes that the construction of the Project has the potential to
significantly fragment habitat. Although the Ramona Expressway is currently
fragmenting the habitat, the construction of a 6 lane freeway would significantly increase
existing barriers. Especially in those areas where the existing Ramona Expressway will
remain as a frontage road, the future facility will deter most wildlife from crossing. The
DEIR does not address what specific species will be impacted by the habitat
fragmentation and what design features needs to be considered to design potential
wildlife crossings for those species. The DEIR also mentions the construction of several
culverts and pipes, but it does not disclose their sizes and what potential species, if any,
would be able to use them as wildlife crossings. Crossing number 10 is a 10 feet high
by 20 feet wide culvert that is constructed for wildlife crossing. The DEIR does not
address the length of the culvert, what species are targeted for its use, and what design
features will be included to ensure that the crossing will be used by any wildlife.
Additionally measures, such as revegetation, directional fencing, size increase and
other design features may need to be incorporated in the design of the wildlife crossing
to ensure its effectiveness.

S-6-9

Natural Community Conservation Program (NCCP)

The Department is responsible for ensuring appropriate conservation of fish and wildlife
resources including threatened, endangered, and/or candidate plant and anima}
species, pursuant to the CESA, and administers the Natural Community Conservation
Plan Program (NCCP Program). Within the inland Deserts Region, the Department
issued Natural Community Conservation Plan Approval and Take Authorization for the S-6-10a
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) per
Section 2800, et seq., of the California Fish and Game Code on June 22, 2004, The
MSHCP establishes a multiple species conservation program to minimize and mitigate
habitat loss and the incidental take of covered species in association with activities
covered under the permit.

Compliance with approved habitat plans, such as the MSHCP, is discussed in CEQA.

Specifically, Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the CEQA

document discuss any inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable

general plans and regional plans, including habitat conservation plans and natural S-6-10b
community conservation plans. An assessment of the impacts to the MSHCP as a

result of this Project is necessary to address CEQA requirements,
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The proposed Project occurs within the MSHCP area and is subject to the provisions
and policies of the MSHCP. In order to be considered a covered activity, Permittees
must demonstrate that proposed actions are consistent with the MSHCP and its
associated Implementing Agreement.

RCTC is the Lead Agency and is signatory to the Implementing Agreement of the
MSHCP. The Project study area runs through several MSHCP criteria areas and
constrained linkage areas. The DEIR does not list all criteria cells within the study area
or their MSHCP requirements. The DEIR should disclose the Projects impacts to the
MSHCP and list all criteria cells within the study area. The DEIR should acknowledge
how the Project interfaces with the reserve area.

Based on the information provided in the DEIR, impacts would occur to riverine and
riparian areas defined by the MSHCP Protection of Species Associated with
Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools policy (MSHCP section 6.1.2). In accordance
with this policy, a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation
(DBESP) is required to address unavoidable impacts to riparian and/or riverine areas.
The proposed Project site is located within the MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey, (MSHCP
section 6.3.2), Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area (NEPSSA) Area, Criteria
Area Plant Species Survey Area (CAPSSA), and mammal survey area (MSHCP section
6.3.2).

The DEIR only analyzes direct impacts to burrowing owl based on the area surrounding
an occupied burrow. The FEIR should also include an impact analysis for suitable
habitat for burrowing owl within the Project area.

The DEIR document should not defer mitigation measures to future regulatory

discretionary actions, such as the DBESP and should propose avoidance, minimization -

and/or mitigation measures for the Project.

Lake and Streambed Alteration Program

Although the proposed Project is within the MSHCP, a Notification of Lake or
Streambed Alteration is still required by the Department, should the site contain
jurisdictional waters. Additionally, the Department’s criteria for determining the presence
of jurisdictional waters are more comprehensive than the MSHCP criteria in Section
86.1.2 (Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools).
The Department is responsible for assessing and evaluating impacts to jurisdictional
waters; typically accomplished through reviewing jurisdictional delineation (JD) reports,
supporting information, and conducting site visits. Following review of a JD, the
Department may request changes to the JD. The Department may also recommend
that additional project avoidance andfor minimization measures be incorporated, or
request additional mitigation for project-related impacts to jurisdictional areas.

The Department recommends submitting a notification early in the project planning
process, since modification of the proposed project may be reqguired to avoid or reduce
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impacts to fish and wildlife resources. To obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration A

notification package, please go to http://iwww.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/1600/forms. htm!.

Please note that the Department requires that the JDs are not older than one year in
order to process notifications. The JD listed in the DEIR is dated February 2008 and
conditions may have changed since the JD was completed. The Department
recommends that the FEIR analyze a current JD.

The DEIR establishes that 90 percent of the bridged areas are considered temporary
impacts. The Department is concerned that this assumption will underestimate
permanent impacts. Impacts should be considered permanent if the construction of the
bridge will result in shading that will impede the restoration of the habitat to pre-impact
conditions. The Department is also concerned that the habitat value immediately
underneath a bridge wili be of lower quality due to indirect impacts listed in the DEIR
(littering, introduction of invasive species, and the increase of fire frequency).

The Department opposes the elimination of ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial
streams, channels, lakes, and their associated habitats. The Department recommends
avoiding the stream and riparian habitat to the greatest extent possible. Any unavoidable
impacts need to be compensated with the creation and/or restoration of in-kind habitat
either on-site or off-site at a minimum 3:1 replacement-to-impact ratio, depending on the
impacts and proposed mitigation. Additional mitigation requirements through the
Department’s Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement process may be required,
depending on the quality of habitat impacted, proposed mitigation, project design, and
other factors.

The following information will be required for the processing of a Notification and the
Department recommends incorporating this information to avoid subsequent CEQA
documentation and project delays:

1) Delineation of lakes, streams, and associated habitat that will be temporarily
and/or permanently impacted by the proposed project (inciude an estimate
of impact to each habitat type);

2) Discussion of avoidance and minimization measures to reduce project
impacts; and,

3) Discussion of potential mitigation measures (as defined in section 15370 of
the CEQA guidelines) required to reduce the project impacts to a level of
insignificance.

The mitigation measures, as described in the DEIR, are insufficient to mitigate for the
impacts the Project will have to jurisdictional areas. Because the proposed mitigation
measures are insufficient the Department believes that it cannot fulfill its obligations as a
Trustee and Responsible Agency for fish and wildlife resources. Permit negotiations
conducted after and outside of the CEQA process are not CEQA-compliant because they
deprive the public and agencies of their right to know what project impacts are and how
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they are being mitigated (CEQA Section 15002). Please note that the Department

requires mitigation to be placed within the same watershed. The purchase of mitigation
bank credits for the creation of wetlands is also subject to the Department approval.

Department Concerns

The Department has the following concerns about the Project, and requests that these
concerns be addressed:

1. Surveys performed for this project are outdated. The FEIR should include revised
surveys;

2. The Department recommends that preconstruction surveys for nesting birds take
place prior to any vegetation removal that occurs from February 15 to September
15. This season may need to be extended for certain species of raptors:

3. The subsequent CEQA document should include the requested wildlife crossing
analysis;

4. The subsequent CEQA document should include the avoidance, minimization,
and/or mitigation measures proposed in this letter;

5. The subsequent CEQA document should include an updated JD of State
jurisdictional waters, an impact analysis, and should propose specific adequate
mitigation measures for impacts to State jurisdictional waters;

6. The analysis in the subsequent CEQA document should satisfy the requirements
of the Department’s 1600 Lake and Streamhed Alteration Program.

In summary, the Department believes that the DEIR is inadequate in describing and
analyzing the full impacts of the project scope, including but not limited to describing
and analyzing impacts to sensitive species and habitats that may be impacted by the
Project and an updated JD and impact analysis for State Waters. The Department
recommends that the CEQA document be revised to address these deficiencies. If
you should have any questions pertaining to these comments, please contact Juan
Lopez Torres at (909) 484-3979. '

ibr Enviyonmentat Scientist

cc: State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
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Refer to Comment $5-6-2

August 27,2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtei

Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor

Riverside, CA 92051

Subject: Clarification of cominents to Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact
Statement for the Mid County Parkway Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2004111103

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) is providing the following information to
clarify comments in a letter dated April 10® on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIR) for the Mid County Parkway Project (State Clearinghouse No. 20041111 03).
The Department responded to the DEIR as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources (Fish and
Game Code Sections 711.7 and 1802, and the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines
Section 15386), and as a Responsible Agency regarding any discretionary actions (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15381), such as the issuance of a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (California Fish and
Game Code Sections 1600 et seq.} and/or a California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit for
Incidental Take of Endangered, Threatened, and/or Candidate species {(California Fish and Game Code
Sections 2080 and 2080.1).

In the April 10™ comment letter, the Department indicated that species surveys were outdated and that the
Final Environmental Impact Report should include revised surveys. However, Project representatives had
met with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) staff on June 22, 2011 to verify there were no
outstanding questions with the use of the 2005-2007 species survey data. In light of this information, the
Department consulted with the Service to discuss the dates of the survey data. After review of the data
and consultation with the Service, the Department concurs with the Service that revised surveys are not
needed because re-surveys would not provide new information that would result in significant changes in

population distributions.

If you should have any questions pertaining to these comments, please contact Heather Pert at 858-538-
0342.

Sincerely,

Qo At

Heather A. Pert
Senior Environmental Scientist

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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ec:
State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
Jeft Brandt, CDFW

Charles Landiry, RCA



Appendix S Responses to Comments

S-6-1a

These paragraphs describe California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW’s)
role as a Trustee under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and provide a
brief description of the proposed MCP project. This introductory information does not
raise any environmental issues and, therefore, does not require a written response per
Section 15088 in the CEQA Guidelines.'

S-6-1b

This comment indicates CDFW’s concerns regarding sufficient, specific, and current
biological information in the project area; a request for measures showing avoidance,
minimization and mitigation; and concern about deferring analysis and mitigation
measures to future regulatory discretionary actions.

Detailed information on biological resources in the biological study area is provided
in Sections 3.17 through 3.22 in the Final EIR/EIS with supporting documentation
provided in the Supplemental Natural Environment Study (2011), Natural
Environment Study (2008), Jurisdictional Delineation and Assessment Report (2008),
and the updated Jurisdictional Delineation and Assessment Report (2013). The
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was prepared in response to
comments on the 2008 Draft EIR/Draft EIS and on modifications to the MCP project
which shortened the Build Alternatives to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) to SR-
79, removing the segment between Interstate 15 (I-15) and I-215. As described in the
second paragraph in the subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” on
page 3.17-27 in the Final EIR/EIS, a meeting was held on February 22, 2011, with
Karin Cleary-Rose (USFWS), and it was verified that there were no outstanding
questions related to the use of data from the focused species surveys conducted
between 2005-2007 for use in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
and the Section 7 consultation and that the Final EIR/EIS for the MCP project would
incorporate least Bell’s vireo survey data collected in 2008 for another project.
Additionally, CDFW sent a letter to RCTC dated August 27, 2013 stating no
subsequent surveys were required. This letter is provided following the last page of
letter S-6.

I Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-171
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Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to offset the loss of native flora
and fauna and State waters as result of the MCP Build Alternatives are discussed in
Sections 3.17.4, 3.18.4, 3.19.4, 3.20.4, 3.21.4, and 3.22.4 in the Final EIR/EIS.
Mitigation measures describe actions that will be taken to reduce or avoid a
significant impact (Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines). Improper
deferral of mitigation occurs when an EIR puts off analyzing how, or demonstrating
that, a mitigation measure will reduce significant impacts (City of Long Beach versus
Los Angeles Unified School District (2009) 176 Cal. App.4th 889, 915). Mitigation is
not improperly deferred to the permitting process here. Instead, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) affirmatively commits to mitigation ratios for
CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) purposes that are
described in Measures WET-1, WET-2, and WET-3 starting on page 3.18.45 in the
Final EIR/EIS, including replacement of CDFW jurisdictional areas at a minimum
ratio of 2:1 and replacement of wetlands at a minimum ratio of 1:1 in the San Jacinto
River watershed. Measure WET-2 on page 3.18-46 in the Final EIR/EIS describes
RCTC’s commitment to restore temporary impacts at a minimum 1:1 replacement
ratio. The mitigation ratios RCTC has committed to are sufficient to mitigate impacts
to jurisdictional areas to ensure no-net loss of jurisdictional areas. These ratios will
not be reduced, and the project is not deferring impact analysis or mitigation
measures to offset the described impacts.

Although mitigation is sufficient for CEQA and NEPA, if the regulatory permits for
the MCP project require additional compensation for permanent or temporary impacts
beyond the minimum replacement ratios described in the Final EIR/EIS, those would
be negotiated during final design in coordination with the resource and regulatory
agencies, including CDFW, as discussed in the last paragraph of mitigation measure
WET-4 on page 3.18-48.

S-6-2

As noted in the response to comment S-6-1 above, CDFW submitted a letter dated
August 27, 2013 to RCTC (provided following the last page of comment letter S-6)
acknowledging the agreements with the wildlife agencies to use existing survey data
rather than requiring updated survey data because the modified MCP project is the
continuation of the original MCP project with the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS for the modified Build Altematives prepared and circulated
in response to comments on the 2008 Draft EIR/EIS.
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S-6-3

As discussed in the following sections in the Final EIR/EIS, permanent and
temporary impacts were not differentiated in order to assess the most conservative
(1.e., worst-case) permanent impacts of the MCP Build Altematives:

s Section 3.17, Natural Communities
o Section 3.17.3.1, Permanent Impacts (starting on page 3.17-16)
o Section 3.17.3.2, Temporary Impacts (starting on page 3.17-57)

o Section 3.18, Wetlands and Other Waters
© Section 3.18.3.1, Permanent Impacts (starting on page 3.18-15)
o Section 3.18.3.3, Temporary Impacts (starting on page 3.18-38)

o Section 3.19, Plant Species
o Section 3.19.3.1, Permanent Impacts (starting on page 3.19-4)
o Section 3.19.3.2, Temporary Impacts (starting on page 3.19-7)

o Section 3.20, Animal Species
o Section 3.20.3.1, Permanent Impacts (starting on page 3.20-4)
o Section 3.20.3.2, Temporary Impacts (starting on page 3.20-9)

» Section 3.21, Threatened and Endangered Species
o Section 3.21.3.1, Permanent Impacts (starting on page 3.21-5)
o Section 3.21.3.2, Temporary Impacts (starting on page 3-21-18)

As discussed in those sections in the Final EIR/EIS, the impacts analyses assumed all
sensitive resources within the right of way footprints for the MCP Build Alternatives
would be permanently impacted by the project. While some parts of the right of way
footprints would only be temporarily disturbed during construction and would be
revegetated with native plant species at the completion of construction, it is not
expected that this revegetation would fully restore the functions and values of the
affected habitats. Therefore, the analyses of the project impacts conservatively
estimated worst-case impacts in which all areas within the right of way footprints
were calculated as permanent impacts, with the exception of USACE and CDFW
jurisdictional areas spanned by bridges, which are separated into temporary and
permanent impacts. Due to permanent shading effects, impacts to CDFW
jurisdictional riparian habitats beneath bridges were considered permanent impacts.

However, the total acres of impacts to each natural community within the right of
way footprint may be reduced after the completion of the CEQA/NEPA process and
prior to construction based on:

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-173
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e Refinement of the project disturbance and grading limits during final design
which will, in part, focus on avoiding natural communities within the right of way
footprint but outside the disturbance and grading limits, where that avoidance
would not compromise the design of the facility or the safety of the construction
operations and workers.

e The Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP)
documentation and process in compliance with Section 6.1.2 of the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). Please
also refer to Section S.5.1, Master Response Related to the Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, on page S-6, for discussion
regarding the requirements of the Western Riverside County MSHCP applicable
to the MCP project and how the MCP project was determined to be consistent
with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. That Master Response also
discusses the DBESPs prepared for the MCP project, including the additional
mitigation required to achieve consistency with the Western Riverside County
MSHCEP.

e Completion of the permitting processes for the Section 404 permit from the
USACE, the Section 1602 Agreement for Streambed Alteration from the CDFW,
and the Section 401 water quality certification from the Santa Ana Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), which are anticipated to include
mitigation requirements that would reduce the project effects in the right of way
footprint on protected waters and other riparian features. Please also refer to
Section 3.18, Wetlands and Other Waters, in the Final EIR/EIS for further
discussion regarding project effects on waters and the permitting requirements for
the MCP project.

Please note that for species located within bridged areas and where more fine-tuned
engineering has allowed for temporary impacts to be assessed at this time, these are
specified in the DBESP for Riparian/Riverine Areas included in the Mid County
Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis provided in Appendix T in
this Final EIR/EIS.

S-6-4

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for
the MCP project is described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred
Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. Alternative 9 Modified with the San
Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation (SJRB DV) has been identified as the
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preferred alternative for the MCP project. The permanent and temporary impacts of
the preferred alternative are summarized in Table S.1, Impacts of the MCP Build
Alternatives, in the Summary in the Final EIR/EIS, starting on page ES-30. The
permanent and temporary impacts of the Build Altematives, including the preferred
alternative, are discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Affected Environment,
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation
Measures, in the Final EIR/EIS.

S5-6-5

The two bridges spanning the San Jacinto River will allow for movement of Los
Angeles pocket mouse (LAPM), Stephens’ kangaroo rat, and San Bemardino
kangaroo rat beneath the bridges at both crossings of the San Jacinto River, as
described in Section 3.17.3, in the subsection titled “Wildlife Corridors/Habitat
Fragmentation,” on page 3.17-24 in the Final EIR/EIS. To minimize the effects on
these species, as discussed in the DBESP for the LAPM, three permanent retaining
walls have been added to the proposed project design and will be installed along
5,203 ft (three walls: 3,222 ft, 1,484 ft, and 597 ft for a total of 5,303 ft) at the
boundary of the area with long-term conservation value for the LAPM and in
proximity to Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) Lands. This retaining wall will minimize
impacts to LAPM and will provide a barrier to prevent wildlife from entering the
MCP right of way. The DBESP for these species is included in the MSHCP
Consistency Determination in Appendix T, in this Final EIR/EIS. Although this wall
further minimizes impacts to areas with long-term conservation value for LAPM, it
does not completely avoid these impacts because there are some areas directly within
the footprint of the MCP project itself.

S-6-6

In response to a CDFW comment on the 2008 Draft EIR/EIS, RCTC revised the
vegetation removal period from March 1 through August 31, as specified in the
Western Riverside County MSHCP, to March 1 through September 15. As requested
in this current comment, the beginning date of the nesting season was modified to
ensure that the MCP project complies with the Fish and Game Code and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Measure NC-3 on page 3.17-63 in the Final EIR/EIS was
revised to read (changes shown in italics): “...outside of the nesting bird season (i.e.,
February 15 to September 15). In the event that vegetation clearing is necessary
duning the nesting season (i.e., February 15 — September 15), the RCTC Resident
Engineer will require the Construction Contractor to have the Project Biologist
conduct a preconstruction survey to identify the locations of listed and nonlisted bird
nests within 3 days of the commencements of construction activities. In addition, if
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any trees are scheduled to be removed between January 15 and February 13, a

preconstruction raptor survey would be required prior to removal of any trees...”

S-6-7

The first sentence in the subsection titled “Build Alternatives” in Section 3.22.3.1,
Permanent Impacts, on page, 3.22-2 in the Final EIR/EIS, states that “The
construction of the MCP Build Alternatives may spread invasive species by the
entering and exiting of construction equipment contaminated by invasives, the
inclusion of invasive species in seed mixtures and mulch, and the improper removal
and disposal of invasive species so that its seed is spread along the highway.” The last
sentence in the fifth paragraph in the subsection titled “Riparian/Riverine Areas and
Vernal Pools™” on page 3.17-21 in Section 3.17, Natural Communities, states that
“Increased fire frequency may result in type conversion of native habitats and an
increase in the number of exotic plant species.”

Highly invasive species observed in the biclogical study area that may be spread are
listed in the second paragraph in Section 3.22.2, Affected Environment, on page
3.22-1, and include Hottentot-fig, fennel, yellow star-thistle, Mediterranean tamarisk,
giant reed, red brome, and pampas grass. Measures [S-1 through IS-5 that will be
implemented during construction of the MCP project to avoid adverse impacts related
to invasive species are provided in Section 3.22.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation Measures, starting on page 3.22-3. Although the use of contaminated seed
mixtures could potentially introduce additional invasive species not listed above,
Measure IS-2 on page 3.22-4 will ensure that only seed that has been certified or
tested for purity will be used for the MCP project. By preventing the introduction of
seeds of non-native plant species, Measure I1S-2 would reduce this potential impact to
less than significant under CEQA.

Specific fire-protection measures during project construction and operation, including
brush management zones in arcas adjacent to existing reserves, are provided in
Measures U&ES-1 through U&ES-6 starting on page 3.5-11 in Section 3.5, Utilities/
Emergency Services, in the Final EIR/EIS. By substantially reducing the risk of fire
as a result of construction or operation of the MCP project, Measures U&ES-1
through U&ES-6 would reduce this potential impact to less than significant under
CEQA.

An EIR is not required to discuss or evaluate how mitigation measures will be funded
(Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment versus County of Los
Angeles (2007) 157 Cal. App.4th 149, 163). However, the costs for the construction of
the MCP will include costs for implementing the appropriate mitigation measures for
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fire prevention and control. The long-term maintenance costs of operating the MCP
facility will also include costs associated with fire prevention and control.
Accordingly, the Final EIR/EIS fully analyzes impacts related to invasive species and
risk of fire and mitigates for these impacts by reducing the potential for invasive
species to be brought on site and providing for fire prevention and control during
construction and operations. Please also refer to Measures IS-1 through IS-6, and
Measures US&E-1 through US&E-7 in the Environmental Commitments Record in
Appendix F, in the Final EIR/EIS.

S-6-8

Please refer to the response to comment S-6-2 for discussion regarding the adequacy
of the existing focused surveys. The second paragraph in the subsection titled “Other
Non-Listed Species” on page 3.20-7 in Section 3.20.3.1, Permanent Impacts, in the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was divided into two paragraphs in
the Final EIR/EIS. Discussion regarding species not covered under the MSHCP was
removed from the second paragraph and included in the new third paragraph, which
includes additional details on distribution and avoidance and minimization for these
species. The text of this section now reads (revisions shown in italics):

“Impacts to the following special-status species are covered by the
Western Riverside County MSHCP: western spadefoot, orangethroat
whiptail, coast horned lizard, red diamond rattlesnake, golden eagle,
northern harrier, California yellow warbler, white-tailed kite, yellow-
breasted chat, loggerhead shrike, tricolored blackbird, purple martin,
and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit. Although these species have a
low to moderate occurrence probability, they were not observed during
field studies within the BSA. These species are widespread in
distribution and are not state or federally listed as threatened or
endangered. The types of habitats these species are or may be present
in are summarized in the Species Occurrence Table in Appendix N,
Regional Species of Concern under the Western Riverside County
MSHCP, and impacts to those habitats are summarized in

Table 3.17.B in Section 3.17, Natural Communities.

Impacts to the following species are not covered under the Western
Riverside County MSHCP: silvery legless lizard, coast patch-nose
snake, short-eared owl, long eared owl, pallid bat, Townsend’s big-
eared bat, spotted bat, western mastiff bat, western red bat, western
yellow bat, big free-tailed bat, pocketed free-tailed bat, southern
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grasshopper mouse, and American badger. Impacts to the bird and bat
species are addressed in the subsections titled “Migratory Bird Treaty
Act” and “Bat Species,” respectively. The remaining four species not
covered by the MSHCP are two reptile (silvery legless lizard and coast
patch-nose snake) and two mammal species (southern grasshopper
mouse and American badger), which are also widespread in
distribution throughout California. Silvery legless lizard is found in
drainages and woodlands and has a moderate potential to occur
within the MCP BSA. The closest known occurrences are
approximately 12 miles to the north in Redlands. Coast patch-nose
snake is found in washes and scrub and occurs near San Jacinto and
Perris and has a high potential to occur within the BSA. Southern
grasshopper mouse has a moderate potential to occur in grasslands
and is known from Perris, Romoland, and the March Air Reserve
Base. American badger has a high potential to occur within the BSA
and is known to occur southeast of Lake Perris. Although no specific
avoidance and minimization measures are identified for these
remaining species, these species will benefit from MCP design to
Jfacilitate wildlife crossings in Western Riverside County MSCHP
Criteria Area, which are the locations with the highest likelihood of
these species to occur (specifically the San Jacinto River bridges in the
Lakeview area and City of San Jacinto and Wildlife Crossing No. 10
near Princess Ann Road at Proposed Constrained Linkage 20).
Additionally, the 4,125 foot long retaining wall south of Lake Perris
will also provide a barrier to prevent mammal species from entering

the right of way.”

Additionally, in response to concerns regarding white tailed kite and golden eagle, the
subsections titled “Migratory Bird Treaty Act” and “Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act,” starting on page 3.20-8 in the Final EIR/EIS discuss how the project
will avoid take of bird species. These sections were updated to include the following:

“If any trees are scheduled to be removed between January 15 and February 15, a
preconstruction raptor survey would be required prior to removal of any trees.”

S-6-9

The locations of wildlife crossings are shown on Figure 3.17.1 on page 3.17-5 and
figures in Attachment E in Appendix I, Supplemental Chapter 2 Attachments in the
Final EIR/EIS, including the lengths of the wildlife crossings and the widths of the

bridges. Information regarding fencing of animal crossings, jump-outs, and one-way
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gates is provided in Section 5.6.5, Wildlife Crossings/Habitat Fragmentation, in the
Natural Environment Study (2008) and was added in the Final EIR/EIS as described
below. In addition, Wildlife Crossing No. 10 was modified to be 12 ft high and 35 ft
wide. At the request of the wildlife agencies, this crossing will be restricted to use by
wildlife only.

The eighth paragraph in the subsection titled “Wildlife Corridors/Habitat
Fragmentation™ on page 3.17-26 in the Final EIR/EIS was revised to read (changes
shown in italics):

“...from 338 ft to 4,326 ft in length, from 8 ft to 41 ft in height, and
are 62 ft in width. The proposed bridge designs would provide a
connection between Core Areas and Linkages for wildlife to safely
move between adjacent habitats.

One undercrossing (Crossing No. 10, as shown in Attachment E in
Appendix I) has been designed for the sole purpose of facilitating
wildlife movement between the San Jacinto-Lake Perris Reserve and
the Lakeview Mountains. This 35 ft wide by 12 ft high by 210 ft long
wildlife undercrossing will accommodate wildlife movement through
an area that is currently used for agricultural purposes (Proposed
Linkage 20, as designated by the Western Riverside County MSHCP).
The wide openings of this wildlife undercrossing would allow
sufficient light for wildlife to see from the opening of the
undercrossing to the end. A/l wildlife crossings, including Crossing
No. 10, will be fenced to deter animals from accessing the road;
however, jump-outs and one-way gates will be provided to allow the
animals to escape should they enter into the fenced road right of way.
The center median of the MCP facility will be designed with a metal
guardrail on posts, which would allow any animals that may get onto
the facility to pass through the median area.

The Western Riverside County MSHCP states that the major covered
activities potentially affecting the linkage include the Hemet to
Corona/Lake Elsinore CETAP Corridor, which in this area, is the
MCP project. The Western Riverside County MSHCP identifies the
Jollowing terrestrial animal species as Planning Species for Proposed
Linkage 20 that may use the wildlife crossing: Los Angeles pocket
mouse, western pond turtle, and arroyo toad, which is more than
adequate for these species.”
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As described in the sixth paragraph in the subsection titled “Wildlife Corridors/
Habitat Fragmentation” on page 3.17-25 in the Final EIR/EIS, extensive meetings and
discussions have taken place with the CDFW and the USFWS since the initiation of
the MCP project studies in 2003 to site and design the proposed wildlife crossings
along the MCP project alignment in the most advantageous locations and still meet
various engineering constraints.

S-6-10a

This paragraph describes CDFW’s roles under the California Endangered Species Act
and in regard to Natural Community Conservation Plans. This introductory
information does not raise any environmental issues and, therefore, does not require a
written response per Section 15088 in the CEQA Guidelines.!

S-6-10b

This comment indicates CDFW’s concern that Permittees must demonstrate that
proposed actions are consistent with the Western Riverside County MSHCP and its
associated Implementing Agreement. At the time that the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS was prepared and distributed for review, no preferred
alternative for the MCP project had been identified. For RCTC to prepare the
MSHCP Consistency Determination, Determination of Biologically Equivalent or
Supenor Preservation (DBESP), and go through the Joint Project Review (JPR)
process for the MCP project, a preferred alternative must be identified. The process
used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the MCP
project is described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Altemative, on
page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5, Alternative 9 Modified
with the SJRB DV was identified as the preferred alternative.

The Western Riverside County MSHCP consistency determination process was
completed after the circulation of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS,
and the documentation is included in Appendix T, Mid County Parkway MSHCP
Consistency Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or
Superior Preservation Analysis, in this Final EIR/EIS. Please also refer to Section

! Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.
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S.5.1, Master Response Related to the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan, on page S-6, for discussion regarding the requirements of
the Western Riverside County MSHCP applicable to the MCP project and how the
MCP project was determined to be consistent with the Western Riverside County
MSHCP. Additional language was added in the subsection titled “Western Riverside
County MSHCP” starting on page 3.17-1 in Section 3.17.1.1, Habitat Conservation
Plans, Natural Communities Conservation Plans, and Wildlife Areas, and in the
subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” starting on page 3.17-2 in
Section 3.17.2.1, Permanent Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS to more fully describe how
RCTC, as a Permittee under the Western Riverside County MSHCP, complies with
the provisions and policies in the Western Riverside County MSHCP, and its
Implementing Agreement.

S-6-11

This comment indicates CDFW’s concern that the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS did not list all criteria cells in the study area or their Western
Riverside County MSHCP requirements and should acknowledge how the MCP
interfaces with the reserve areas. Table 3.17.1 on page 3.17-51 in the Final EIR/EIS
summarizes the acres of impacts to Core Reserves and criteria areas by alternative,
Table 3.17.J on page 3.17-52 summarizes the acres of impacts by alternative to PQP
Lands by habitat type. The following text was inserted in the eighth paragraph in the
subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area on page
3.17-53 in the Final EIR/EIS (new text shown in italics): “...and (2) in the STWA, as
shown earlier on Figure 3.17.1. As shown on Figure 3.17-1, the Alternative 9
Modified Alignment is west of and outside the POP Lands along the Perris Valley
Storm Drain, and the alignment of all three MCP Build Alternatives is south of and
outside the POP Lands in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area.”

Section 3.2, Relationship to Reserve Assembly/Criteria Area in the MSHCP
Consistency Determination (Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS), provides a detailed
discussion of each MSHCP criteria cell affected by the MCP project. This
information is summarized on page 3.17-49 in the Final EIR/EIS.

S-6-12

This comment is a reminder that a DBESP for riparian/riverine areas is required for
the MCP project and reiterates that the site is within survey areas for burrowing owl,
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area (NEPSSA), Criteria Area Species
Survey Area (CASSA), and small mammals. The survey results and impacts to the
Western Riverside County MSHCP survey area species are discussed in Section
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3.17.3.1, Permanent Impacts, starting on page 3.17-16 in the Final EIR/EIS. The
DBESPs for the MCP project were prepared after the identification of the preferred
alternative and are included in the Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency
Determination provided in Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS. Please also refer to
Section 8.5.1, Master Response Related to the Western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan, on page S-6, for discussion regarding the
requirements of the Western Riverside County MSHCP applicable to the MCP
project and how the MCP project was determined to be consistent with the Western
Riverside County MSHCP regarding the burrowing owl, the NEPSSA, CASSA, and

small mammals.

S-6-13

This comment requests an impact analysis for suitable habitat for the burrowing owl
in the project area. This information was already provided as shown in the following
sections in the Final EIR/EIS:

» Table 3.17.G on page 3.17-37 in the Final EIR/EIS provides the total permanent
and temporary impacts on habitat suitable for long-term conservation for
burrowing owl in the Western Riverside County MSHCP survey area within the
footprints of the MCP Build Alternatives.

» Table 3.20.A on page 3.20-4 in the Final EIR/EIS summarizes the area of direct
impacts to burrowing owls by the MCP Build Alternatives based on a 300 ft
foraging radius (6.5 acres [ac]) around any primary burrow occupied by paired or
unpaired resident birds (California Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993, p. 6). As
shown in Table 3.20.A, there will be 3.1 acres of direct impacts to burrowing owl
foraging habitat by the Build Alternatives.

S-6-14

This comment indicates CDFW’s concern regarding deferring mitigation to future
regulatory discretionary actions. Please refer to the response to comment S-6-1
regarding disclosure of mitigation, “deferral,” and appropriate mitigation ratios for
CEQA and NEPA purposes. The DBESP analysis was deferred until after
identification of a preferred alternative for the MCP project; however, the
commitment to fully mitigate project impacts to meet the DBESP criteria was
included in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS in Measure NC-6. All
measures from the approved DBESPs for the MCP project have been included in the
preferred alternative as documented in the Environmental Commitment Record in
Appendix F in the Final EIR/EIS.
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For impacts to jurisdictional waters of the State, the mitigation ratios RCTC has
committed to are sufficient to mitigate impacts for CEQA/NEPA purposes. These
ratios will not be reduced in the future and the project is not relying on future
mitigation measures to offset the described impacts.

As described in response to comment S-6-1b, if the regulatory permits for the MCP
project require additional compensation for permanent or temporary impacts beyond
the minimum replacement ratios committed to in the Final EIR/EIS, that additional
compensation would be negotiated during final design in coordination with the
resource and regulatory agencies, including CDFW. Those negotiated mitigation
requirements during the permitting process would be above and beyond the
mitigation required for CEQA/NEPA purposes.

S-6-15

This comment notes the CDFW requirement for a Notification of Lake or Streambed
Alteration and states that CDFW reviews jurisdictional delineation (JD) reports, may
request changes to a JD, and may recommend additional project avoidance and/or
minimization measures, or request additional mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional
areas. As discussed in Section 5.5 Consultation and Coordination with Public
Agencies, on page 5-17 in the Final EIR/EIS, the CDFW has been involved in on-
going coordination meetings regarding the MCP project during the preparation of the
technical studies and the environmental documentation.

CDFW participated in discussions and field meetings in October 2006 to verify the
draft JD for the MCP project. On December 7, 2006, CDFW sent an email to Rob
McCann (LSA, MCP project consultant), providing one comment on that JD
requesting additional tabular presentation of data. That email is included in Chapter 5
n the Final EIR/EIS. No changes to CDFW areas were made between the 2007 and
2008 Jurisdictional Delineations because there were no changes in the on-the-ground
conditions in those areas over that time period. Additionally, the report was updated
in December 2013, based on detailed examination of aerial photographs and field
surveys (where necessary) in the fall of 2013. The 14™ bullet in Section 5.5 in the
Final EIR/EIS on page 5-19 was revised to read (change shown in italics) to indicate
that CDFW was involved in the field review meeting along with United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA): “October 2006: A field review was conducted with USACE, CDFW, and EPA
staff to verify results of the Jurisdictional Delineation.”
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S-6-16

As discussed in the responses to comments S-6-2 and S-6-15, the previously
conducted surveys for the MCP project (excluding the JD) are adequate for purposes
of the CEQA/NEPA requirements for this project. An updated Jurisdictional
Delineation and Assessment Report (December 2013) was prepared for the USACE
because 5 years had passed since the USACE’s approval of the original Jurisdictional
Delineation and Assessment Report in April 2008. The updated Jurisdictional
Delineation and Assessment Report confirmed previous determinations of
jurisdictional waters and is discussed on page 3.18-6 in the Final EIR/EIS. If
additional information is needed prior to the issuance of a Streambed Alteration
Agreement by the CDFW, that information will be provided by RCTC at that time.

S-6-17

This comment indicates CDFW’s concern that the temporary impacts include

90 percent of bridged arcas that may underestimate permanent shading impacts.
Please note that the last sentence in the second paragraph on page 3.17-17 in

Section 3.17.3.1, Permanent Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS indicates that, due to
shading effects, all riparian woodland, riparian scrub, and marsh habitats beneath and
between bridges were calculated as permanent impacts of the MCP Build
Alternatives. Accordingly, the Final EIR/EIS accounts for worst-case impacts, which
also take into account the potential indirect impacts (littering, introduction of invasive
species, and the increase of fire frequency) cited in this comment.

S-6-18

This comment recommends avoidance of stream and riparian habitats to the extent
possible and notes that unavoidable impacts need to be compensated with the creation
and/or restoration of in-kind on- or off-site habitat at a 3:1 replacement-to-impact
ratio. RCTC and its biologists and project engineers have participated in numerous
meetings and coordination efforts, including review of the previously proposed
USACE Special Area Management Plan, to reduce project-related impacts to stream
and riparian habitats, and to design appropriate bridges, as discussed in the first
paragraph in Section 3.18.3, Environmental Consequences, on page 3.18-15 in the
Final EIR/EIS. The project has avoided impacts to stream and riparian habitats to the
maximum extent feasible at this design stage.

A summary table of bridge descriptions and avoidance of jurisdictional areas is
provided in Attachment D in Appendix I, Supplemental Chapter 2 Attachments, in the
Final EIR/EIS.
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RCTC has committed to a mitigation ratio of 2:1 for permanent impacts to all CDFW
jurisdictional areas (streambed and riparian habitat) as discussed in Measure WET-1
on page 3.18-45 in the Final EIR/EIS, which is sufficient for purposes of mitigation
under CEQA and NEPA because it doubles the amount of mitigation to be in
compliance with the no-net loss policies, which require a 1:1 replacement ratio. As
discussed in Mitigation Measure WET-1 on page 3.18-45 in the Final EIR/EIS, if
regulatory permits for the MCP project require additional compensation for
permanent or temporary impacts beyond the minimum replacement ratios described
in the Final EIR/EIS, those would be negotiated during final design in coordination
with the resource and regulatory agencies, including CDFW. That additional
compensation would further reduce the already less than significant impacts under
CEQA described in Section 3.18 and Chapter 4 in the Final EIR/EIS.

S-6-19

Please refer to the responses to comments S-6-2 and S-6-16 regarding updating the
surveys, including the JD report. Discussion of avoidance and minimization measures
is provided in the first paragraph in Section 3.18.3, Environmental Consequences, in
the Final EIR/EIS and as noted in the response to comment S-6-18. The measures for
the MCP project were finalized based on the identified preferred alternative; the
details of those measures are provided in the Draft Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring
Plan (HMMP), in Appendix P in this Final EIR/EIS. The preferred altemnative for the
MCP project 1s described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative,
on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. All the information that CDFW is suggesting be
included was included in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS and has
been included in the Final EIR/EIS, specifically:

o Temporary and permanent impacts to CDFW jurisdictional streambeds and
associated habitats for all of the Build Alternatives are summarized in Table
3.18.B, Impacts to Wetlands and Other Jurisdictional Areas, in Section 3.18.3.1,
Permanent Impacts, and Table 3.18.G, Temporary Impacts to Wetlands and Other
Jurisdictional Areas, in Section 3.18.3.2, Temporary Impacts, in the Final
EIR/EIS.

» The impacts of the preferred alternative are described in Section 2.5.5,
Identification of the Preferred Alternative, starting on page 2-98 in the Final
EIR/EIS.

« The avoidance and minimization measures for the project impacts to waters
(Measures WET-1 through WET-4) are provided in Section 3.18.6,
Environmental Consequences, starting on page 3.18-45 in the Final EIR/EIS.
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S$-6-20

This comment states the mitigation measures in the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS are insufficient to mitigate for impacts to jurisdictional areas
and that CDFW believes it cannot fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and Responsible
Agency for fish and wildlife resources.

The comment that CDFW requires mitigation to be placed within the same watershed
1s noted and has been incorporated in the Draft HMMP, in Appendix P in the Final
EIR/EIS.

This commenter does not indicate why the proposed mitigation measures are
insufficient. As committed to in Measure WET-1 on page 3.18-45 in the Final
EIR/EIS, the MCP project will comply with the federal policy of no net loss of
wetlands. A minimum 1:1 replacement ratio will be implemented within the San
Jacinto River watershed. Additional wetland mitigation needed beyond the 1:1
replacement ratio to achieve the remainder of the minimum 2:1 mitigation ratio may
be implemented outside the San Jacinto River watershed if sufficient acreage within
the San Jacinto River Watershed is not available. Although any additional mitigation
may be required during the permitting process, the mitigation committed to by the
RCTC in the Final EIR/EIS is sufficient for the purposes of CEQA and NEPA and
replaces greater than the amount of jurisdictional areas impacted by the MCP project,
such that there will be no net loss of jurisdictional areas. The project impacts on
wetlands and other waters would be mitigated to below a level of significance under
CEQA as discussed in Section IV, Biological Resources, in Chapter 4, California
Environmental Quality Act Evaluation, in the Final EIR/EIS. Accordingly, full public
disclosure and analysis of all impacts have been provided as required by CEQA.
Further details regarding this mitigation are provided in the Draft HMMP, in
Appendix P in the Final EIR/EIS.

S-6-21

This comment summarizes CDFW concerns described earlier in this comment letter.
Please refer to the responses to comments S-6-2, S-6-4, S-6-6, S-6-16, S-6-18, and S-
6-20 for responses regarding those individual concerns.

S-6-22

This comment summarizes CDFW concerns cited earlier in this comment letter
regarding inadequacies in describing the full impacts of the project scope, including,
but not limited to, describing and analyzing impacts to sensitive species and habitats
that may be impacted and an updated impact analysis for state waters. Please refer to
the responses to comments 7-2, 7-16, and 7-20 for responses regarding those
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concerns. Please also note that this Final EIR/EIS identifies the preferred alternative
and includes focused measures specific to the preferred alternative as discussed in the
Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014), including the
DBESPs prepared for the MCP, provided in Appendix T, in this Final EIR/EIS.
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S.6.3 Regional, County, and City Agency Comments and Responses
(R-1)
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CITY OF PERRIS

NECEIVE
ERQ fm%%m* m

RIVERSIDE COUNTY
RANSPORTATION COMMISSION

March 13, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
PO Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

The City of Perris is pleased to provide this letter in response to RCTC’s recirculation of the
Draft EIR/EIS for the Mid County Parkway project. The Mid County Parkway is a key project
for the City — there is no community where it will have a greater impact. It will greatly enhance
regional accessibility for both residents and employers in our City, and we look forward to its
completion in future years.

As you know, the City of Perris has been actively involved in the planning process for this
freeway facility over many years. As discussed in the DEIR, the City selected its locally
preferred altemative in 2011. The Perris City Council unanimously selected Alternative 9 as the
locally preferred alternative. Of the alternatives cutrently under consideration, this one has
several advantages to the City. One particular advantage is that the depressed vertical alignment
has the least impact in terms of dividing the City into two halves north and south of the freeway.
Also important was that Alternative 9 avoids both permanent and construction impacts to
Ramona Expressway within the City.

There were several concerns expressed by the City Council when the locally preferred alternative
was adopted, and as such they placed some conditions on their selection. The conditions were as
follows:

e The interchange at I-215 and Placentia Avenue shall be made a part of the MCP project,
and constructed as part of the initial phase of the MCP.

o Construction of the MCP shall begin at the 1-215 in Perris, and widening of I1-215
between Nuevo and Van Buren shall be completed at the same time (if not already done)

e RCTC shall continue the planning process for a CETAP corridor between 1-15 and 1-215,
specifically evaluating the feasibility of the Ethanac/Hwy 74 cormridor.

R-1

Office of the City Manager 101 NORTH ‘D" STREET
PERRIS, CALIFORNIA 92570
TEL: (951) 843-6100
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Cathy Bechtel
March 13, 2013
Page Two

These conditions can be found in full in the Council’s resolution declaring their preferred
alternative (attached to this letter).

Once constructed, the Mid County Parkway will be an historic project for RCTC and the City of
Perris. It will be the most significant infrastructure project built in Perris thus far in the 21%
Century, and will certainly portend a bright future for our growing region.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the MCP project. We look forward to its
successful completion in the coming years.

Sincerely,

,,,,, NETNY

ichard Belmudez
City Manager

Attachment: Resolution Number 4428

ce: Habib Motlagh, City Engineer
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RESOLUTION NUMBER 4428

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
PERRIS, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, SELECTING ALTERNATIVE 9 OF THE MID
COUNTY PARKWAY AS THE LOCALLY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

WHEREAS, The City Council of the City of Perris (“City”)} recognizes the need
to accommodate the growing regional east-west movement of traffic between and
through San Jacinto and Perris that is due in part to the substantial population and
employment growth in western Riverside County; and

WHEREAS, the City acknowledges that the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (“RCTC”) has designated a study area for the proposed Mid-County
Parkway, which encompasses an area north and south of the existing roadway known as
Ramona Expressway between San Jacinto and Perris; and

WHEREAS, RCTC has proposed several alternate alignments of the Mid-County
Parkway within the study area and the Perris City Limits; and

WHEREAS, RCTC has requested that affected local agencies select a preferred
altemative for the Mid County Parkway, to indicate support for the project and to
encourage project awareness; and

WHEREAS, on November 9, 2004, the City of Perris adopted Resolution Number
3333, formally designating the “North Perris Alignment” as the preferred altemative for
the future Mid County Parkway within the City of Perris; and

WHEREAS, on September 26, 2006, the City of Perrs rescinded Resolution
Number 3333 via Resolution 3767, and since that date there has been no locally preferred
alternative in place; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has studied the alternatives currently under
consideration by RCTC, which have been given both numerical and geographical titles as
follows: Alternative 4 (North Perris/Drain), Altermative 5 (South Perris/Rider), and
Altemative 9 (Placentia); and

WHEREAS, Alternative 9 (Placentia) has many benefits to the City of Perrls,
including construction of an interchange at Placentia & I-215, early implementation of I-
215 widening between Nuevo Road and Van Buren Blvd., and minimization of impacts
to Ramona Expressway during and after constructior,
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NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PERRIS DOES
HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein by
reference..

2. The City Council hereby designates the Alternative 9 (Placentia) for the
Mid County Parkway as the locally preferred alignment within the City limits.

3. The City. Council finds that Alternative 9, while the preferred alternative,
does have some points of concern for the City. To address these concerns, the City has
requested that RCTC do the following:

RCTC shall include the environmental documents and design for freeway
connection at I-215 and Placentia Interchange for interim and ultimate conditions.

Construction of the Mid County Parkway shall commence in the City of Perris
and shall include construction of the interchange at Placentia and widening of 1-215
between Van Buren and Nuevo then continue easterly and no othier segments east of City
of Perris shall be completed prior to completion of this work.

RCTC shall take an active role to re-establish the CETAP corridor between 1-15
and I-215, specifically to investigate the feasibility of an Ethanac Corridor.

Construction of over-crossings ai Indian Avenue and Perris Blvd. per City's
General Plan. Such crossings shall include for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Frontage Road shall be maintained or reconstructed to provide access from
Ramona Expressway to Nuevo Road.

Drainage improvements shall be constructed according to adopted Master
Drainage Plans. Any adjustments or modifications to Master Plans required to
accommodate the MCP shall be funded by MCP/RCTC.

- ADOPTED, SIGNED and ABPROVED by the City Council of the City of
Perris this 28th day of June, 2011.

R-1-3

R-1-4

R-1-5
R-1-6

R-1-7
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This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed
did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

R-1-1

The City of Perris’ support for the MCP project and identification of Alternative 9
Modified with the interchange at Interstate 215 (I-215) and Placentia Avenue as its
preferred alternative is noted. It is acknowledged, as noted in this comment, that the
MCP project will greatly benefit the City of Perris particularly related to improved
regional accessibility. As discussed in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, starting on
page 3.4-1 1n the Final EIR/EIS, both Alternative 4 Modified and Alternative 5
Modified would result in greater community impacts in the City of Perris than the
preferred alternative.

R-1-2

The Perris City Council’s Resolution No. 4428 (June 28, 2011) supporting
Alternative 9 as the locally preferred alternative for the MCP project is
acknowledged. The resolution includes six requests to the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) to address specific concerns of the City
regarding the project; these requests are addressed in responses to comments R-1-3
through R-1-8.

R-1-3

The City of Perris’ identification of Alternative 9 Modified with the interchange at I-
215 and Placentia Avenue as its preferred alternative for the MCP project is noted.
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for
the MCP project is described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred
Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5,

' Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.
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Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation (SJRB
DV) was identified as the preferred alternative.

As shown on Figures 2.3.1a through 2.3.1c and as described in the supporting text in
Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, in the Final EIR/EIS, the MCP Build Alternatives all
include a systems interchange between the MCP facility and I-215 and a new
interchange at I-215/Placentia. At this time, as described in Section 2.3.2.18,
Construction, on page 2-53 in the Final EIR/EIS, RCTC is planning to construct the
MCP project as a single-phase project. As a result, it is expected that the MCP/I-215
system interchange would be constructed as part of that single phase of construction.
However, should phased construction be required, RCTC would continue to work
cooperatively with the City of Perris, the County of Riverside, and the City of San
Jacinto to construct initial phases where the transportation needs are the greatest.
Refer to Section 2.3.2.18, Construction, on page 2-53 in the Final EIR/EIS, for
discussion of a possible phasing plan for the MCP project. As shown on Figure 2.3.6a
in Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/EIS, if construction of the MCP project is phased, the
first phase would provide additional mixed-flow lanes on I-215, a service interchange
at Placentia Avenue/I-215, and improvements on the middle segment of the MCP
facility (between approximately Bernasconi Road and Reservoir Road), with
completion of those improvements by 2020.

R-1-4

The City’s request that construction of the MCP project begin at I-215 in Perris, with
concurrent widening of I-215 between Nuevo Road and Van Buren Boulevard, and
that no other segments east of Perris be completed prior to the completion of this
work is noted. As noted in response to comment R-1-3, RCTC is planning to
construct the MCP project as a single-phase project. The order of construction of the
MCP improvements has not yet been determined and, therefore, it is not possible for
RCTC to commit to initiate the project construction at the MCP/I-215 system
interchange. Should phased construction be required, RCTC would continue to work
cooperatively with the City of Perris, the County of Riverside, and the City of San
Jacinto to construct initial phases where the transportation needs are the greatest. As
discussed in the response to comment R-1-3 above, if the implementation of the MCP
project improvements is phased, the improvements at the I-215/MCP system
interchange would be implemented in Phases 2 and 3; refer to Figure 2.3.6a in
Chapter 2, in the Final EIR/EIS, for the details regarding the potential phasing of the
MCP construction.
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R-1-5

The City’s desire that RCTC continue the planning process for a Community and
Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) corridor between
Interstate 15 (I-15) and I-215 is noted, including a request that the planning include
consideration of the feasibility of the Ethanac/Highway 74 (State Route 74 [SR-74])
Corridor. RCTC is committed to continuing the planning efforts for a CETAP
Corridor between I-15 and 1-215; this corridor is included in the adopted 2012
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) as Project ID No. 3C01MAO1. Although it is
included in the 2012 RTP, this project was not included in Section 3.25, Cumulative
Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS, because no studies for this corridor have been initiated
at this time.

These comments do not raise an environmental issue within the context of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), or comment on the adequacy of the technical information or
environmental analyses in the EIR/EIS. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA
and NEPA, comments that raised environmental issues under CEQA and NEPA are
responded to in this Final EIR/EIS. In addition, all comments received on the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS are included in this Final EIR/EIS
and have been made available to the public and decision-makers prior to any action
on the proposed project.

R-1-6

As described in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, in the Final EIR/EIS, Alternative 9
Modified, the preferred alternative, includes an undercrossing at Indian Avenue and
an overcrossing at Perris Boulevard. The MCP facility will be below grade
(depressed) from Perris Boulevard to Evans Avenue so that the local streets can
remain at grade and the MCP facility would not be visible. The systems interchange
at I-215 needs to be above the existing I-215 mainline due to groundwater concerns
and difficulty in construction. For the MCP facility to be at an appropriate elevation
above I-215 for the systems interchange and to meet the Caltrans design standards for
vertical alignments, the MCP facility must go over Indian Avenue. At Indian Avenue,
the MCP facility will be ascending to the required elevation for the systems
interchange. As a result, Indian Avenue will cross under the MCP facility. In order to
be at the appropriate elevation for the systems interchange and meet the Caltrans
standards for geometrics, the MCP must include an undercrossing at Indian Avenue.
Perris Boulevard and Evans Avenue will cross over the depressed MCP facility
(overcrossings). Regardless of whether these are undercrossings or overcrossings,
these arterial highway crossings will be constructed consistent with the typical cross
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sections called for in the City of Perris General Plan Circulation Element for those
types of streets, including accommodating pedestrians and bicyclists as shown on
Exhibit E-11 (City of Perris Future Cross Sections) in the City’s General Plan
Circulation Element (as amended August 26, 2008).

R-1-7

As described in Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/EIS, Alterative 9 Modified, the preferred
alternative, includes a frontage road that provides access to properties along I-215
between Ramona Expressway and Nuevo Road.

R-1-8

As described in Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/EIS, Alternative 9 Modified, the preferred
alterative, includes drainage improvements necessary to construct and support the
operation of the project. These improvements will be funded and constructed by
RCTC as part of the MCP project improvements consistent with the Master Drainage
Plan (MDP) for the San Jacinto River Basin or other applicable MDPs,
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March 21, 2013 ACINTO

Ms. Cathy Bechtel
Riverside County Transportation Commission | m E @ ri W E'
PO Box 12008 ! ;"n o U
Riverside, CA 92502 JRAR 25 oy |
RIVERSIDE COUN
,{{/] PRAN. SP"RTAHGN COMWQSIDN

Dear K /B/ tchtel,

The City of San Jacinto is pleased to provide this letter in response to RCTC’s
recirculation of the Draft EIR/EIS for the Mid County Parkway project The City wishes
to give its support to this worthy project. We look forward to seeing the project progress
beyond the environmental phase into design and ultimately construction in the near
future.

As you know, the City of San Jacinto has been actlvely involved in the planning process
for this freeway fac11tty over many years Ttis & critical prolect for the future of the city
as well as the entire region. As’ touchcd upon i the DEIR, thé City Cotuncil sclccted its
locally preferred alternative several _years ago. We would like to once again reiterate our
preference for the more southerly alignment of the MCP within San Jacinto's corporate | R-2-1
boundaries (as opposed to the San Jacinto North Design Vanatlon) The southerly
alignment, which the DEIR presents as the city's preferred alternative, has the support of
the City Council, local land owners and the development community. Furthermore, it has
less impact on the San Jacinto River floodplain and its alignment is almost entirely on
vacant land.

Since the MCP is such a large project, it is almost certain to be built in phases. This
reality is acknowlcdgcd in the DEIR. In 2009, the City Council adopted.a resolutlon_ '
encouraging RCTC to initiate work on the MCP at its eastern tefminus, beginning in San
Jacinto and heading west toward Lakeview. There is an opportunity to construct the
improvements on the realignment of State Route 79 and the Mid County Parkway (which
are both RCTC projects) at the same time. . Doing so would have a number of benefits, ] R-2-2
such as: a lower total cost for the ultimate fac111tles less impact to drivers local residents
and businesses, since work would be doné in one phase rather than [multiple phases over
many years; and no construction of “throwaway” improvements on either Stafe Route 79
or the Mid County Parkway, Wc ask that RCTC strongly consider this approach to the
Parkway's construction.
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We note that per the DEIR, phase one of MCP construction primarily consists of
widening the existing Ramona Expressway to four lanes between Perris' easterly city
limit and San Jacinto's westerly city limit, making a continuous four lane highway from I-
215 to SR 79. While we maintain our request that work begin in San Jacinto, we also
recognize that this is a worthwhile starting point for the project, as it will eliminate the
existing choke point where Ramona Expressway narrows to just two lanes in
unincorporated Riverside County. It is our hope and request that RCTC will move
forward with this work in a timely manner regardless of the progress of adjacent private
land development. Should the work on Ramona Expressway come first, we presume that
the cost of the widening can be recaptured via development impact fees.

One additional item that the City would like RCTC to review is the sizing of Wildlife
Undercrossing Location 10. The City's Trails Master Plan identifies a future equestrian
trail that would run roughly parallel and to the west of Warren Rd, then meander
northwesterly on the south side of Ramona Expressway all the way to the San Jacinto city
limit near Bridge Street. At this point it would be possible to make a connection to the
planned Wildlife Undercrossing Structure and ultimately north to the De Anza National
Historic Trail along the San Jacinto River.

The current proposed size of the Wildlife Undercrossing Structure is not tall enough to
accommodate a horse, rider and additional space should the horse get spooked and rear.
As a result, riders will be required to get off the horse and walk the horse through the
Corridor. Increasing the size of the Wildlife Undercrossing Structure, if feasible, is
appreciated.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the MCP project. We look forward to its -
successful completion in the coming years.

Sincerely,

Tim Hults
City Manager

R-2-3
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Appendix S Responses to Comments

This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed

did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

R-2-1

The City of San Jacinto’s preference for the more southerly MCP alignment within
the City’s corporate boundaries is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives
and identify the preferred alternative for the MCP project is described in Section
2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS.
As discussed in Section 2.5.5, Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River
Bridge Design Variation (SJRB DV) was identified as the preferred alternative. As
described in that section in the Final EIR/EIS, Alternative 9 Modified, the preferred
alternative, follows the southerly alignment preferred by the City of San Jacinto.

R-2-2

The City of San Jacinto’s preference that the construction of the MCP begin on the
east end in the San Jacinto area is noted. The Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) is planning to construct the MCP project as a single-phase
project. Should phased construction be required, RCTC would continue to work
cooperatively with the City of San Jacinto, the City of Perris, and the County of
Riverside to construct initial phases where the transportation needs are the greatest.
Refer to Section 2.3.2.18, Construction, on page 2-53, in the Final EIR/EIS for
discussion of a possible phasing plan for the MCP project. Refer also to Figure 2.3.6a
in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, which shows a potential phasing plan for the MCP
project. As shown on Figure 2.3.6a, if construction of the project is phased, the first
phase would provide additional mixed-flow lanes on Interstate 215 (I-215), a service
interchange at Placentia Avenue/I-215, and improvements along the middle segment
of the MCP facility (between approximately Bernasconi Road and Reservoir Road),

' Section 1508 8(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not

provided.
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with completion of those improvements by 2020. The second phase would include
completion of the MCP facility as an arterial highway between I-215 and State
Route 79 (SR-79); improvements to the I-215/MCP and SR-79/MCP interchanges;
and service interchanges at Perris Boulevard, Evans Road, Ramona
Expressway/Antelope Road, with completion of those improvements by 2030. The
third phase would include wideming the MCP facility to six lanes between I-215 and
SR-79, and completion of the system interchanges at [-215 and SR-79, with
completion of those improvements by 2040. As a result, although the City of San
Jacinto’s preference is for the project construction to begin with the improvements in
the City of San Jacinto, construction of MCP project improvements in the City would
not be initiated until Phase 2. As discussed in Section 2.3.2.18 in the Final EIR/EIS,
the phasing of the MCP improvements would be based on traffic demand and the
provision of improvements that provide independent utility and logical termini.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue within the context of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), or comment on the adequacy of the technical information or
environmental analyses in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.
Consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA, all comments received on the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS are included in this Final EIR/EIS
and have been made available to the public and decision-makers prior to any action
on the proposed project.

R-2-3

The City’s desire that the improvements to the Ramona Expressway between the
eastern limit of the City of Perris and the western limit of the City of San Jacinto
proceed regardless of the status of proposed and planned development along that
segment of the Ramona Expressway is noted. Planning for regional and subregional
transportation improvements such as the MCP project is not based on the anticipated
development of individual parcels of land or projects, but rather on regionally
adopted demographic (population and employment) projections. As discussed in
Section 1.3.2, Project Need, starting on page 1-15 in the Final EIR/EIS, the need for
the MCP project is based on adopted population and employment projections for
western Riverside County to the year 2035 and not on the implementation of
individual development projects. As a result, the status of individual development
projects along Ramona Expressway would not affect the scheduling of the
implementation of the MCP improvements.
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At this time, RCTC has not identified development impact fees as a funding source
for any of the MCP project improvements. It is possible, particularly if the project
improvements are phased, that some of the improvements to existing roads, such as
the widening of Ramona Expressway, could be partially funded with locally
generated development impact fees.

R-2-4

The comment indicates that the proposed size of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 in the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS is not tall enough to accommodate a
horse, arider, or additional space should the horse rear up. This comment
recommends increasing the size of that crossing. Wildlife Undercrossing No. 10 is
just west of Bridge Street, at approximately MCP centerline station 685 + 85 (refer to
Attachment E in Appendix I, Supplemental Chapter 2 Attachments, in the Final
EIR/EIS; Attachment E is a figure showing the locations of bridges, culverts, and
wildlife crossings along the alignments of the MCP Build Alternatives). The crossing
will be 12-feet (ft) high and 35 ft wide. Crossing No. 10 will be restricted to wildlife
only.

A separate pedestrian/equestrian trail will be provided at a separate location in
consultation with Riverside County. If that trail is existing at the time the MCP
project 1s built, the MCP design will include an undercrossing for that trail. If the trail
1s not existing and the time the MCP project is constructed, that future trail (which
would be constructed by others) would be able to cross over the MCP facility.
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Community Development
Department

Planning Division

March 29, 2013 )
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
TRANSPORTATICN COMMISSION

Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A RECIRCULATED DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT — MID COUNTY PARKWAY
PROJECT

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

The City of Riverside appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
for the Mid County Parkway (MCP) project.

Background/Project History

In 2004, the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) began the environmental review | R-3-1a
process for the MCP project through the issuance of a Notice of Preparation (NOP). The original
MCP project was a proposed 32-mile east-west transportation corridor between Interstate 15 in the
west and State Route 79 in the east, with all of the alternatives under consideration traversing the
City’s southern Sphere of Influence. In October 2008, RCTC released the Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the original MCP project, outlining
the project’s environmental impacts on the project area.

Since the issuance of the initial notice of preparation in 2004, City staff has actively participated in
the MCP project’s development process, meeting on repeated occasions with RCTC staff as well as
submitting formal comments in response to the release of various project-related documents. On
December 16, 2008, the City Council declared its support for the MCP project noting its potential to
provide an important east-west corridor southerly of the City’s limits and serve as a viable
alternative to divert cut-through traffic from City streets. In addition, the City Council stated its
strong desire to see the western segment of the MCP project constructed prior to the eastern segment
and cautioned that long-overdue capacity improvements to the Interstate-15/State Route-91

interchange would be necessary to adequately accommodate the anticipated additional traffic caused\ /
by the MCP project,

R-3-1b
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On June 4, 2009, RCTC staff formally notified City staff of its recommendation to withdraw the A

western segment from the MCP project’s scope, focusing only on construction of the eastern
segment. In response to this change in project scope, the City Council, on June 9, 2009, by
unanimous vote, declared its strong opposition to this proposal.

In two separate letters (see enclosures), one from City staff to RCTC (dated June 10, 2009) and one
from the City Council to RCTC (dated June 29, 2009), the City of Riverside expressed major
concerns with the construction of only the eastern segment of the MCP project and offered a set of
recommendations, including delaying completion of the MCP project as proposed until scveral
major improvements in the region are completed. These include improvements to I-15 and the I-
15/SR-9] interchange, as well as improvements to widen Cajalco Road to six. lanes between [-215
and I-15.

Comments on the Recirculated DEIR/SDEIS

After reviewing the recirculated DEIR/SDEIS, the document does not adequately identify nor assess
the full impacts of the MCP project on the City of Riverside. Additional information is needed
before a complete analysis can be made. As such, City staff offers the following comments and
concerns for your review and consideration;

e The DEIR/SDEIS indicates that the 2040 traffic volumes on I-215 are projected to be lower
than those projected for 2020; however the cause of the reduction in traffic volumes is
unclear. The DEIR/SDEIS needs to include an explanation as to the cause of the reduction in
traffic volumes.

e The DEIR/SDEIS assumes that Cajalco Road between 1-215 and I-15 will be improved from
two lanes to four lanes by 2020, and improved to six lanes by 2040, As such, the project’s
impacts are based on these improvements being completed by the respective target years,
While the project proposes to construct one new lane in each direction on I-215 between
Nuevo Road and Van Buren Boulevard, it does not offer any improvements to Cajalco Road
in the event that the anticipated improvements are not completed by the target years. The
DEIR/SDEIS needs to adequately analyze the impacts associated with not improving Cajalco
Road and propose mitigation as necessary,

¢ The DEIR/DSEIS analyzed the following intersections in the City of Riverside:

o I-215/Alessandro Boulevard

o [-215/Van Buren Boulevard

o Alessandro Boulevard/Sycamore Canyon Boulevard
o Van Buren/ Meridian Parkway

The DEIR/DSEIS concluded that none of the project alternatives will directly cause any of
the studied intersection to operate at LOS F at project build out and, therefore, no mitigation
is required for these intersections. However the project will, nonetheless, have cumulative
impacts to the intersections and, therefore, the DEIR/SDEIS needs to include a fair-share
analysis of the cumulative impacts and propose mitigation as necessary.

R-3-1b
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The DEIR/DSEIS does not analyze the traffic impacts of the project to the freeway
interchanges at SR-60/I-215 and SR-60/SR-91/1-215. The DEIR/SDEIS needs to adequately
analyze the impacts to these interchanges and propose mitigation as necessary.

During the construction phase of the project, there will be a significant increase in truck
traffic on Cajalco Road between [-215 and I-15, as well as on [-215 between the SR-74 and
the SR-60. However, the DEIR/DSEIS does not analyze the potential for cut-through truck
traffic through the City of Riverside on Van Buren Boulevard and Alessandro Boulevard to
avoid freeway congestion on SR-60 and SR-91. The DEIR/SDEIS needs to adequately
analyze the impacts to these thoroughfares and propose mitigation as necessary.

The DEIR/SDEIS indicates that a final Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to address impacts
during construction will be complete as part of the project. The TMP will be completed in
coardination with the cities of Perris and San Jacinto, as well as the County of Riverside, The

City of Riverside would like to be included as part of the coordination team in completing the
final TMP.

City staff appreciates your continued collaboration and looks forward to continue working with the
RCTC and its staff. Please forward copies of all revised plans, staff reports, and environmental
documents, as they pertain to this project for review. Should you have any questions regarding this
letter, please contact Gus Gonzalez, Associate Planmer, at (951) 826-5277 or by e-mail at
ggonzalez@riversideca.gov.

Sincerely,

StevevHayc;,/A/i(

City Planner

(Enclosures)

CcC:

William “Rusty” Bailey I, Mayor

Riverside City Council Members

Scott Barber, City Manager

Deanna Lorson, Assistant City Manager

Kristi Smith, Supervising Deputy City Attorney

Tom Boyd, Public Works Director/City Engineer

Steve Libring, City Traftic Engineer

Al Zelinka, Cornmunity Development Director

Emilio Ramirez, Community Development Deputy Director
Juan C. Perez, Director of Transportation, Riverside County Department of Transportation,
4080 Lemon Street, Riverside, CA 92502-1629

G:APlanning Special Projects\General Plan\Agency Comments\RCTCWMId County Parkway Project\PSP13-0012 - 2013 Draft BIR

R-3-4

R-3-5

R-3-6

R-3-7



S

T

Community Development

Department . _ ‘E @ E U W E

Planning Divisien U
APR 02 2012

RIVERSIDE COUN
TRANSPORTATION COM!LIYISSFON

June 10, 2009

Bob Magee, Chairman

Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon Street, Third Floor

Riverside, CA 92502-2208

SUBJECT: OPPOSITION TGO RIVERSIBE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION PROPOSAL TO REFOCUS MID-COUNTY PARKWAY
TO CONSTRUCT ONLY THE EASTERN SEGMENT BETWEEN I-215
AND SR-79

Chairman Magee and Commissioners:

In response to RCTC staff's recommendation to withdraw the western segment of the MCP

project, on June 9, 2009 the City Council voted unanimously to oppose the proposal to refocus
the MCP project.

Background/Project History

In 2004, RCTC began the environmental review process for the MCP project through the
issuance of a notice of preparation (NOP). The NOP identified eight alternatives to be studied
and considered, with a ninth alternative added later as a result of ongoing consultation with
public agencies and the result of completed engineering and environmental studies, Alternative
9 was subsequently selected as the locally preferred alternative in September 2007. More
recently, in October 2008, RCTC released the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) outlining the MCP project’s environmental
impacts on the project area. To date, RCTC has committed significant financial resources for the
study and completion of thé MCP project. ‘ '

Since the issuance of the initial notice of preparation in 2004, City staff has actively participated
in the MCP project’s development process, meeting on repeated occasions with RCTC staff as
well as submitting formal comments in response to the release of various project-related
documents. Given the proximity of the MCP project to the City and the potentially significant
traffic-related impacts on the City, RCTC staff was invited to provide the Transportation
Committee with an updated overview of the project. On December 16, 2008, the City Council
declared its support for the MCP project noting its potential to provide an important east-west
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corridor southerly of the City’s limits and serve as & viable alternative to divert cut-through
traffic from City streets, In addition, the City Council stated its strong desire to see the westem
segment of the MCP project constructed prior to the eastem segment and cautioned that long-
overdue capacity improvements to the Interstate-15/State Route-91 interchange would be
necessary to adequately accommodate the anticipated additional traffic caused by the MCP
project. City staff provided additional comments to RCTC expressing concern that the document
generally failed to adequately identify and assess the MCP project’s full impacts on the City.
Particular emphasis was placed on the traffic-related impacts likely to affect the City if the
eastern segment of the MCP project was constructed prior to the western segment. In effect, City
streets, most notably Alessandro Boulevard and Van Buren Boulevard, would serve as cut-
through corridors for vehicles accessing Interstate-15 or State Route-91. -

City’s Opposition _

On June 4, 2009, RCTC staff formally notified City staff of its recommendation to withdraw the
western segment from the MCP project’s scope, focusing only on construction of the eastern
segment. In response to this change in project scope, the City Council, on June 9, 2009, by
unanirnous vote, declared its strong opposition to this proposal.

Construction of only the eastern segment of the MCP project will result in significant traffic-
related impacts to the City. Jt was expected that construction of the entire MCP project would
serve to divert cut through traffic from City streets by providing a more accessible connection to
both Interstate-15 and State Route-91. With an expected increase in population throughout the
area, levels of service on existing transportation corridors are projected to deteriorate
substantially; the RCIP itself estimates that the State Route-60/Interstate-215 interchange alone

will increase its number of vehicle trips from 170,000 to over 300,000 per day. Absent the

western segment, traffic would continue to utilize City streets as connections and exacerbate
existing conditions. In effect, th¢ proposal now under consideration would do nothing to
alleviate current — or future — traffic impacts to City streets, Interstate-15, or State Route-91.
Greater focus should instead be placed on much needed capacity improvements that address
present day concerns, rather than committing already limited resources to projects that address
capacity for future needs in undeveloped areas. What is moré, construction of the eastern
segment would create a growth inducing impact for those communities to be served by its
construction. More than providing a new transportation corridor, the eastern segment would
enable the proliferation of piecemeal development further removed from employment centers,
contributing directly to area-wide traffic congestion and increasingly worse levels of service.

The City’s Circulation and Community Mobility Element of the General Plan 2025, as well as
County of Riverside’s General Plan, included in its traffic analysis the full construction of the
MCP project. As noted previously, construction of the western segment was expected to divert
cut-through traffic from City streets, particularly from Alessandro Boulevard and Van Buren
Boulevard. With the proposal to withdraw the western segment, levels of service on Alessandro
Boulevard and Van Buren Boulevard would deteriorate to unacceptable service levels. In
addition, the growth and densities approved in the County’s General Plan and in neighboring
jurisdictions are unattainable absent the full implementation of the MCP project — one of the
necessary mitigation measures for the General Plans. Moreover, the new Countywide Traffic



Model for Riverside County also includes the full MCP project.
City’s Recommendation
To allow for improved traffic conditions, the City Council urges RCTC:

° Commit to constructing the necessary improvements to Interstate-15 and the Interstate-
15/State Route-91 interchange first;

* Improve Cajalco Road to six-lanes without precluding future improvements to an expressway
or higher status;

* Delay construction of the MCP project east of Interstate-215 until the necessary
improvements to Interstate-15 and the Interstate-15/State Route-91 interchange are
underway;

¢ Delay any action refocusing the EIR/EIS for 90 days; and

° Work with neighboring jurisdictions to reduce planned development east of Interstate-215.

City staff appreciates your continued collaboration and looks forward to continue working with
the RCTC and its staff. Please forward copies of all revised plans, staff reports, and
environmental documents, as they pertain to this project for review. Should you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact Moises A. Lopez, Associate Planner, at (951) 826-

5264 or by e-mail at mlopez@riversideca.gov.

Sincerely,

Ken Gutierrez, AICP
Planning Director

cc: Ronald Loveridge, Mayor
Riverside City Council Members
Brad Hudson, City Manager
Belinda Graham, Assistant City Manager
Tom DeSantis, Assistant City Manger
Scott Barber, Community Development Director
Siobhan Foster, Public Works Director
Tom Boyd, Deputy Public Works Director/City Engineer
Steve Libring, Traffic Engineer
Kristi Smith, Supervising Deputy City Attomey
Ron Goldman, Planning Director, Riverside County Planning Department, 4080 Lemon
Street, 9% Floor, Riverside, CA 92502
Juan C. Perez, Director of Transportation, Riverside County Department of
Transportation, 4080 Lemon Street, Riverside, CA 92502-1629




Tay Dam, Federal Highway Administration, 650 Capital Mall, Suite 4-100, Sacramento,
CA 95814

Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Cormmssmn 4080 Lemon Street, Third
Floor, Riverside, CA 92502-2208



Office of the City Council

Juese 29, 2009
s, Anne Mayer -
Riverside County Transportation Commission

1080 Lemon Street, 3™ Floor

PO Box 12008

Porcvrside, O 0262 330

Dear Ms. Mayer:

Fapprecrate everyone taking the time 1o meet with the City regarding our concerns with
the re-focusing of the Mid-County Parkway (MCP) study. The City’s major concem is
that the re-focusing of the MCP study does not mean that the MUP between 15 and 213
freeways 18 not poing 1o be constructed i the future. The action Lo re-focus the MCP
shoald be considered part ol a long erm plan o complete the parkway between SR 79
and the 13 freeways and for the County as a whale 1o focus short term efforts on
improving Cajaden, between the 15 and 215 freeways and the casterly seorient of the
NP,

meral. the Ciiy of Riverside will support the proposal outiined m youwr letter of June
under the following principies:

i The City of Riverside will support RUTC's proposal to- priovitize funding {or the
cnviromnental review o widen Cajaleo Roud between the 13 and 215 freeways.
The widening of Cajaleo should ultimately include:

a. G-laves between 1-15 and Lake Mathews
B bbes seatd o T akee Mathows (oture expansion to 6-lares) - and,
c. G-lanes between Bl Sobrame and 2215

2. The City of Riverside tiso supposts preparation ol a phasing plan for the MCP
cast of the 213 treeway and for Cojalco Road between the 15 and 213 freeways as
. . T oih P . - . .
cutined movour tune 137 letter. The eritically smpartant points are:

ao The improvements on the 91 and 13 freaways must be a top prionty and
must be built @l least concurrently witll the MCP and Cajaleo Road
HRprOLeMents;

b There must be equity in the funding and capaciiy improvemants s MCP

cast of the 213 Feewsy wud on 6 ajacle Road hetween the (5 and 213

Tecwass:
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3. Should the County be unable 1o environmentally clear the Cajalco Road
improvements by 2013, RCTC will re-sturt the westerly seament of the MCP;
and. '

4. Circulation between the 15, 215 and 60213 freeways should be a priority for
RCTC to fund under the Measure Arterial highway Program or  through other
funding sources once the cconomy tmproves. The program should give priority to
arfertals such as: Van Buren, MUK, Arlingion. Overtook Parkway, Washington,
Mudison. and similac ransportution corridurs.

Hwow Bieve any quoestions, pledac coitact ine 41 820300

Sincerely,
P
LA
!1 J

M A AL

Steve Adms

Couneilruamber, Ward 7
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE ) ss.
CITY OF PERRIS )

I, Judy L. Haughney, CITY CLERK OF THE CITY OF PERRIS, CALIFORNIA, DO
HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution Number 4428 was duly and regularly
adopted by the City Council of the City of Perris at a regular meeting held the 28th day of
June, 2011, by the following called vote:

AYES: EVANS, ROGERS, YARBROUGH, LANDERS, BUSCH
NOES:
ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

. -‘-.._:_Jﬁd}LZ’Héugﬁmey, CM.C,, CityClerk {J



., Appendix 8§ Responses to Comments

This comment letter includes supporting information that does not raise specific
environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not bracketed
and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter. However,
RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this comment
letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed did not

make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

R-3-1a

These are introductory comments that briefly describe some of the history of the
MCP project. These comments do not raise any environmental issues such that a
written response would be necessary under Section 15088 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. No further response is necessary.

R-3-1b

The City of Riverside’s past participation in the MCP project development process,
including discussions regarding the traffic analysis is appreciated. Key meetings in
which the City, RCTC, and RCTC’s consultants participated regarding the traffic
analysis are summarized in Table R.3.1.

Table R.3.1 Summary of Meetings with the City of Riverside

Meeting Dates and
Attendees Topics of Discussion General Conclusions
11/24/09 Socioeconomic Forecasts: Initial discussion of sociceconomic
RCTC This meeting was held based forecasts and agreement between City
City of Riverside on concerns the City raised and RCTC to work together,
Jacobs Engineering regarding the socioeconomic
VRPA Technologies forecasts for jurisdictions,
Tteris including the City, in the
traffic analysis study area.
12/10/09 Methodology Traffic Analysis | City request for Opening Year and
RCTC Memorandum: This meeting phasing analyses.
City of Riverside was held based on concerns
Jacobs Engineering the City raised regarding the
VRPA Technologies methodology for the traffic
Tteris impact analysis study.

I Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.
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Table R.3.1 Summary of Meetings with the City of Riverside

Meeting Dates and
Attendees Topics of Discussion General Conclusions

1/21/10 Revised Traffic Analysis City approval of methodology and
RCTC Methodology Memorandum: agreement between the City and
City of Riverside This was a follow-up meeting | RCTC to work together on readway
Jacobs Engineering held to review the revised network details in a letter from the
VRPA Technologies methodology for the traffic City to RCTC dated April 10, 2010.
Tteris impact analysis report with the

City.
1/28/10 Socioeconomic Forecasts: SCAG approval of methodology for
RCTC This was a follow-up meeting | (conference call which included
City of Riverside held to review the SCAG) sociceconomic forecasts.
Jacobs Engineering socioeconomic forecasts for
VRPA Technologies the traffic analysis with the
Tteris City.
2/13/12 Iraffic Technical Repors: This | City has no major problem with
RCTC meecting was held at RCTC’s report, but will continue to review.
City of Riverside request to review the traffic
SCAG analysis report with the City to
Jacobs Engineering ensure that the report
VRPA Technologies addressed the City’s concerns
Iteris regarding the socioeconomic

forecasts and the traffic

analysis methodology:.

RCTC = Riverside Connty Transportation Commission
SCAG = Southern California Association of Governments

While RCTC acknowledges the City’s concerns regarding impacts that may occur if

the previously proposed segment of MCP between Interstate 15 (I-15) and
Interstate 215 (I-215) 1s not built (as noted in the City’s letters to RCTC dated

June 10, 2009 and June 29, 2009, attached to the March 29, 2013 comment letter on
the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS), the detailed traffic impact
analysis included in Section 3.6.3.1, Permanent Impacts, starting on page 3.6-23 in

the Final EIR/EIS concluded that there are no locations in the street system in which

the project would cause an adverse traffic impact. Refer also to the subsection titled
“XV. Transportation Traffic” in Chapter 4, California Environmental Quality Act

Evaluation. That analysis also concluded that the potential effects of the MCP project
on the circulation system, including local streets, would be less than significant after
mitigation under CEQA.

It should be noted that one of the projects that the City requested be completed before
the MCP (I-15/State Route 91 [SR-91] interchange) is now under construction and
will be open to traffic by 2018.
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R-3-1c

This comment begins with a summary statement regarding inadequate analysis of the
potential effects of the project on the City of Riverside. Comments R-3-1¢ through
R-3-6 provide detailed comments regarding those concems that are addressed in the
following sections.

This comment correctly notes that there are a number of locations along I-215 where
the traffic forecasts for 2020 are higher than the traffic forecasts for the same
locations in 2040. For example, comparison of Tables 3.6.G and 3.6.J, on pages
3.6-27 and 3.6-35, respectively, in Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian
and Bicycle Facilities, in the Final EIR/EIS, indicates the traffic forecasts on the
northbound I-215 mainline at the Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway northbound
off-ramp diverge are higher in the 2020 Build condition than in 2040 for Alternative 4
Modified. The a.m. peak-hour forecast for this movement is 6,993 vehicles in 2020
and 5,672 vehicles in 2040. The p.m. peak-hour value for this movement is 6,422
vehicles in 2020 and 5,149 vehicles in 2040. Additional comparisons of 2020 and
2040 traffic volumes can be made in the tables referenced above and a number of
figures in the Traffic Technical Report (February 2012) (Figures 6-4, 6-5, 6-7, 6-8,
6-13, 6-14, 6-17, 6-18, 7-4, 7-5, 7-20, 7-23, 7-34, 7-37, 7-48, and 7-51). The reason
some 2020 traffic forecasts are higher than the 2040 forecasts for the corresponding
movements is because there are expected to be road network improvements in place
in 2040 that would not be in place in 2020. As a result, traffic patterns will change
and trips that would have been made along I-215 in 2020 would be expected to use
different travel routes in 2040. In the absence of changes in the road network between
2020 and 2040, the 2040 traffic volumes on I-215 would be expected to be higher
than the 2020 traffic volumes because growth in population and jobs is forecasted to
occur in this part of Riverside County between 2020 and 2040 (refer to Section
3.2.2.1, Riverside County, in Section 3.2, Growth, on page 3.2-1 in the Final EIR/EIS
for discussion of growth projections).

There are several specific examples in which approved and planned road and
circulation system improvements will occur in western Riverside County that would
be expected to result in changes in both traffic pattemns and volumes. Those include:

« State Route 79 (SR-79): SR-79, which is parallel to [-215, is expected to be
improved from a four-lane expressway to a four-lane freeway between 2020 and
2040.

e Cajalco Road: Cajalco Road between I-15 and I-215 is expected to be widened
from four to six lanes between 2020 and 2040.
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Section 3.6.2.1, Baseline Traffic Conditions, starting on page 3.6-7 in Section 3.6,
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, in the Final EIR/EIS,
and Tables 2-1 and 2-4 in the Traffic Technical Report document future road
improvements expected to occur in the study area by 2020 and 2040. Because all of
these future road improvements are included in the financially constrained highways
clement of the adopted 2012 RTP, it is reasonable to assume that these improvements
will be in place by the time the MCP project is operational.

R-3-2

This comment requests that the traffic analysis analyze a scenario in which Cajalco
Road is not improved between [-215 and 1-15. Pages 3.6-7 and 3.6-8 in the Final
EIR/EIS describe the baseline conditions used in the traffic analysis for the MCP
project. Tables 2-1 and 2-4 in the Traffic Technical Report (February 2012) provide
additional background information regarding those baseline conditions. Future road
improvements for 2020 and 2040 were based on the Southemn California Association
of Governments (SCAG) 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The following
process was used to analyze the future status of Cajalco Road between [-15 and I-215:

« For 2020 conditions, the analysis relied on the SCAG 2008 RTP, which indicates
that Cajalco Road will be widened from two lanes to four lanes between I-15 to
I-215 by 2020. This is documented in project identifications (IDs) in Amendment
No. 2 of the RTP: IDs 3A04WTI137A, 3A04WT137B, 3A04WTI38A,
3A04WTI138B, and 3A04WT138C. In addition to the documentation in the
SCAG RTP, Riverside County has issued a Notice of Preparation for an
environmental document for the Cajalco Road widening project (SCH
2011091015, September 6, 2011). Therefore, it was assumed that Cajalco Road
would be widened to four lanes in the 2020 MCP traffic analysis, as a reasonably
foreseeable project.

o For 2040 conditions, the SCAG RTP indicates construction of a new east-west
transportation corridor in the area between I-15 and [-215 and between Lake
Mathews and SR-74 by 2035 which is documented as Project ID No. 3CO01IMAO1
in Amendment No. 2 of the RTP. The level of improvement and the exact
alignment of this corridor are not specified in the RTP. While it is possible that a
new freeway would be built in this corridor by 2035, the more conservative
assumption 1s that a lesser facility would be provided along an existing alignment
by 2035. Therefore, it was assumed that the east-west transportation corridor
indicated in the SCAG RTP would be the widening of Cajalco Road from four to
six lanes. As aresult, it was assumed that Cajalco Road would be widened to six
lanes in the 2040 MCP traffic analysis.
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Whenever future transportation scenarios are being analyzed, the adopted RTP that is
current at the time of the analysis is considered to be the primary basis for the
determination of future road conditions. This is because the traffic modeling for the
RTP and the regional transportation model inputs include both existing transportation
facilities and future transportation facilities included in the RTP. Because of the
RTP’s critical linkage to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality
conformity (i.e., for each RTP, Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] and
Federal Transit Administration [FTA] must adopt a finding that the RTP is consistent
with the SIP), it is reasonable to assume that the projects included in the RTP will be
constructed so that SCAG can continue to demonstrate progress toward meeting
attainment of the federal air quality standards. Therefore, the scenarios described
above are considered to provide the most appropriate future No Build conditions for
the MCP project traffic study.

R-3-3

As discussed in the fifth paragraph in Section 3.6.2, Affected Environment, on page
3.6-7, in the Final EIR/EIS, for intersections, .. .the project’s traffic contribution
would be considered to have an impact if all of the following are true:

e Level of Service (LOS) F traffic conditions are expected with the
project.

» The traffic increase caused by the project is 2 percent or more of
the traffic entering the intersection in the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.

» The traffic increase caused by the project is 2 percent or more of
the traffic entering the intersection based on Average Daily Traffic
(ADT) conditions.”

The second bullet point in the subsection titled “Project Opening Year (2020)” on
page 3.6-25 in the Final EIR/ELS addresses the potential effects of the MCP project
under the 2020 Build condition. At the intersection of Alessandro Boulevard/
Sycamore Canyon Boulevard/Meridian Parkway, LOS F conditions are expected in
the p.m. peak hour with the MCP project. However, traffic levels would not be two
percent higher in the Build condition than in the No Build condition. For the other
intersections mentioned in this comment, satisfactory LOS are expected in the 2020

Build condition.

The fifth bullet point in the subsection titled “2040 Horizon Year Conditions” on
page 3.6-47 in the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential effects of the Build
Alternatives on the intersection of Van Buren Boulevard and Meridian Parkway and
concludes that the traffic increases caused by the project are less than two percent of
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the total traffic volumes at that intersection under the Build Alternatives compared to
the No Build Alternative in 2040.

The following were inserted after the existing bullet points in the subsection titled
2040 Horizon Year Conditions” to address the potential project effects at the other
intersections cited in this comment, starting on page 3.6-48 in the Final EIR/EIS:

At the intersection of Alessandro Boulevard and the I-215 southbound ramps

under Alternative 4 Modified and Alternative 5 Modified, LOS F conditions are
expected in the p.m. peak hour. However, p.m. peak-hour volumes are expected to
decrease with the MCP project as compared to the No Build condition. For
Alternative 9 Modified, LOS F conditions are expected in both the a.m. and p.m.
hours. There is not a two percent or higher increase in traffic at this intersection
with the addition of the MCP project as compared to the No Build Alternative.

+ At the intersection of Alessandro Boulevard and the I-215 northbound ramps with
Alternative 4 Modified and Alternative 5 Modified, LOS F conditions are
expected in the p.m. peak hour. However, p.m. peak-hour volumes are expected to
decrease with the MCP project as compared to the No Build condition. For
Alternative 9 Modified, LOS F conditions are expected in both the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours. There is not a two percent or higher increase in traffic at this
intersection with the addition of the MCP project as compared to the No Build
Alternative.

« The LOS at the intersections of Van Buren Boulevard with the [-215 southbound
and northbound ramps are expected to be satisfactory for 2040 Build conditions
with Alternative 4 Modified, Alternative 5 Modified, and Alternative 9 Modified.

« At the intersection of Alessandro Boulevard/Sycamore Canyon Road/Meridian
Parkway, with Alternative 4 Modified and Alternative 5 Modified, LOS F
conditions are expected in both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. However, a.m. and
p.m. peak-hour volumes are expected to decrease with the MCP project as
compared to the No Build condition. For Alternative 9 Modified, LOS F
conditions are expected in both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. There is not a two
percent or higher increase in traffic with the addition of the MCP project as
compared to the No Build Alternative.

e For all the locations described above, project-related direct and cumulative traffic
impacts are not considered adverse. In the case of direct impacts, the project
traffic impacts are not adverse because the project traffic by itself would not cause
LOS F conditions. In the case of cumulative impacts, a traffic increase of less than
two percent is not considered adverse. If the project were to increase traffic by
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more than two percent, identification of mitigation measures and an analysis of
fair share contribution by the project would be appropriate.”

In summary, the Build Alternatives would not result in adverse effects at these
intersections and, therefore, no fair-share payments for improvements to these
interchanges are required under the Build Alternatives. As noted earlier in the
response to comment R-3-1c, the potential effects of the MCP Build Alternatives on
the circulation system, including local streets and intersections, would be less than
significant after mitigation under CEQA.

R-3-4

The fifth paragraph in Section 3.6.2, Affected Environment, on page 3.6-7 in the
Final EIR/EIS describes the criteria that were used to determine the effects of the
MCP on freeway facilities including the State Route 60 (SR-60)/1-215 and SR-60/
SR-91/I-215 interchanges cited in this comment. The analysis of the project effects on
I-215 is provided in the subsection titled “I-215” on page 3.6-11; the subsection titled
“Intersections” on page 3.6-15; and the subsection titled “2040 Horizon Year
Conditions™ on page 3.6-47. Section 3.6.3, Environmental Consequences, starting on
page 3.6-23 1n the Final EIR/EIS, includes a detailed analysis of I-215 from Nuevo
Road to Alessandro Boulevard. In the area north of Van Buren Boulevard, LOS F
conditions are expected on [-215 for 2020 and 2040 conditions, but the level of traffic
increase caused by the MCP project is less than 723 vehicles per hour. Therefore,
there would be no adverse impact to the SR-60/1-215 and SR-60/SR-91/1-215
interchanges because they are north of the I-215/Van Buren Boulevard interchange
and would have a smaller level of traffic contributed by the project. Tables 3.6.G and
3.6.J, on pages 3.6-26 and 3.6-35, respectively, in Section 3.6.3 in the Final EIR/EIS,
document this analysis. For example, Table 3.6.J indicates that the southbound I-215
mainline at the Alessandro Boulevard off-ramp diverge has a p.m. peak-hour traffic
level of 8,130 vehicles per hour. The 2040 p.m. peak-hour MCP project traffic levels
for this location are 8,577 vehicles under Alternative 4 Modified, 8,628 vehicles
under Alternative 5 Modified, and 8,516 vehicles under Alternative 9 Modified. The
increases in traffic between No Build and Build conditions would not be considered
significant under CEQA because the traffic increase caused by the project is less than
732 vehicles per hour. The value of 723 vehicles per hour used in this determination
is based on the evaluation criteria discussed in Section 3.6.2; therefore, no mitigation
is required. Similar comparisons can be made for other scenarios.
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R-3-5

Analysis of construction traffic on area streets and freeways is provided in Section
3.6.3.2, Temporary Impacts, starting on page 3.6-53 in the Final EIR/EIS. The
preparation and implementation of a Final Transportation Management Plan (TMP)
during construction is included in the MCP project as Measure TR-1 to address the
potential impact of increases in truck traffic on area streets and freeways during
construction of the project.

The Project Report for the MCP project includes a Preliminary TMP which will be
the basis for the Final TMP prepared during final design of the selected alternative.
The Preliminary TMP for the MCP project identifies project features, including
signage and other methods, to advise the traveling public about upcoming detours,
closures, or lane restrictions (which are described briefly in Measure TR-1 in the
Final EIR/EIS) to address specific short-term traffic impacts during construction of
the project. The objectives of the Final TMP, based on the Preliminary TMP, are to:

e Maintain traffic safety during construction

- Effectively maintain an acceptable level of traffic flow throughout the
transportation system during construction

» Minimize traffic delays and facilitate reduction of overall duration of construction
activities

» Minimize detours and impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists

» Foster public awareness of the project and related impacts

» Achieve public acceptance of construction of the project and the Final TMP
measures

The Final TMP will be developed in consultation with the applicable local
jurisdictions including the City of Riverside. That consultation will include the
identification of suitable travel routes for construction traffic, as well as identification
of routes that the local jurisdictions do not want used for construction traffic. The
Final TMP will include specific measures (notification to construction vehicle
drivers, temporary access restrictions on certain roads, and signing, etc.) to ensure
that the project construction-related traffic uses only the identified travel routes to
avoid impacts on other routes through the local jurisdictions.

R-3-6

The second sentence in the second paragraph in Measure TR-1 on page 3.6-56 in the
Final EIR/EIS was revised to read (changes shown in italics): “The Final TMP shall
also be reviewed with the local jurisdictions (Cities of San Jacinto, Perris, and
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Riverside, and the County of Riverside), which would or could experience short-term
traffic impacts during project construction.”

R-3-7

The City of Riverside’s continued interest in and collaboration regarding the MCP
project are appreciated. The following City Departments/staff were on the distribution
list for the MCP environmental documents prior to the Final EIR/EIS, as listed in
Section 7.3, Regional/County/City Agencies, in the Final EIR/EIS:

« City Council — City of Riverside (no updates needed)

Scott Barber, Interim City Manager (revised in Section 7.3 to City Manager)

» City of Riverside Fire Department (no updates needed)

»  Public Works, City of Riverside (no updates needed)

« City of Riverside Community Development Department (changed contact to Gus
Gonzalez, Associate Planner)

The following two letters were provided with the March 29, 2014, comment letter
from the City on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS:

= June 10, 2009, letter to Bob Magee, Chairman, RCTC, from Ken Gutierrez,
Planning Director, City of Riverside, titled “Opposition to Riverside County
Transportation Commission Proposal to Refocus Mid-County Parkway to
Construct Only the Eastern Segment between I-215 and SR-79”

« June 29, 2009, letter to Ms. Anne Mayer, RCTC, from Steve Adams,
Councilmember, City of Riverside, documenting the City’s support for the
proposed shorter MCP project based on specific principles outlined in the letter

These letters did not provide comments on either the original 2008 Draft EIR/EIS or
the 2013 Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The City’s March 29, 2014,
comment letter on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS did not request
that these letters be considered comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS. As a result, no responses to the information in those letters
are provided. However, attachments to the March 29, 2014, comment letter, the June
10, 2009, and June 29, 2009, letters are included in the Final EIR/EIS for the MCP
project.
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From: MCP comments <projectteam@midcountyparkway.org> R_4

Sent: Wednesday, April 10, 2013 10:42 AM
To: shein@rbf.com; Carmen Lo
Subject: Mid County Parkway Project: New Feedback - ID# 1325

From Arlene Chun abchun@rcflood.org

Phone:

Address:

City, State;

Zip: 92501

Parcel:

Comments:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Mid County Parkway RDEIR/SDEIS. The hard copy/wet-signed form of
the comments below are following via USPS.

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission Post Office Box 12008 Riverside, CA 92502

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

This letter is written in response to the Recirculated Draft Enviranmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIR/SDEIS) for the Mid County Parkway (MCP). The proposed project consists of
the construction of a roadway from Interstate 215 on the west to State Route 79 on the east. The proposed 16-mile
roadway is designed to relieve local and regional traffic congestion between the cities of Perris and San Jacinto and
surrounding Riverside County communities,

The District has the following comments/concerns that should be addressed in the Final EIR/EIS:

1. Existing District facilities are located within the proposed project area and may be impacted. Any work
that involves District right-of-way, easements or facilities will require an encroachment permit and/or cooperative
agreement from the District. The construction of facilities within road right-of-way that may impact District storm drain R-4-1
should also be coordinated with us. To obtain further information on encroachment permits or existing facilities,
contact Ed Lotz of the District's Encroachment Permit Section at 951.955.1266.
2. The District is a signatory to the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Hahitat Canservation Plan
(MSHCP}, For purposes of procuring an encroachment permit from the District, the permit applicant will need to R-4-2
demonstrate that the portion of the project located within District rights-of-way, easements or facilities are consistent
with the MSHCP. The MSHCP consistency report/analysis should address, at a minimum, Sections 3.2, 3.2.1,6.1.2, 6.1.3
6.1.4,6.3.2, 7.5.3 and Appendix C of the MSHCP. In addition, Perris Valley Channel is currently designated as
Public/Quasi Public (P/QP} lands in the MSHCP and impacts to P/QP iands should be addressed in the Final EIR/EIS. R-4-3
3. The proposed project may impact jurisdictional areas regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the

Regional Water Quality Control Board and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife under Sections 404 and 401 of
the Federal Clean Water Act, the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act and Section 1600 of the California Fish and
Game Code. The applicant will be responsible for obtaining all regulatory permits associated with any regulated impactd
involving District right-of-way, easements, or facilities. Along with construction, regulatory permits should include R-4-4
provisions for the long-term operation and maintenance of the drainage facilities and appurtenant structures such as
abutments, pilings and adjacent bank stabilization. Authorization should be pursued to perform routine flood control
maintenance of bridges, culverts and selected channels that would include mechanical clearing of debris, sediment
and/or vegetation ta prevent flooding of adjacent road

ways or buildings. Copies of the draft permits should also be submitted to the District for review.

lRas
1



4. The Conceptual Mitigation Plan shown in Appendix P of the RDEIR/SDEIS proposes some mitigation
areas within District's existing right-of-way. The Final EIR/EIS should evaluate the potential impacts to flood control
related issues associated with the existing right-of-way. Any project that involves District right-of-way, easements, or
facilities should be closely coordinated with the District. Please coordinate with Zully Smith of the District's Operations
and Maintenance Division at 951.955.1230.

5. In addition to the Perris Valley and San Jacinto River Master Drainage Plans {MDPs), the proposed
project is also focated within the District's Lakeview/Nuevo, Northwest Hemet, and San Jacinto MDPs. When fully
implemented, these MDP facilities will provide flood protection to relieve those areas within the plan of the most
serious flooding problems and will provide adequate drainage outlets. An exhibit outlining the MDP proposed facilities
and possible impacts on these facilities, should be included in the Final EIR/EIS, To obtain further information on the
MDPs and proposed District facilities, please contact Edwin Quinonez of the District's Planning Section at 951.955.1345

6. Aside from FEMA mapped floodplains, the RDEIR/SDEIS does not appear to include information
regarding runoff from smaller watersheds or flooding from unmapped floodplains. The proposed project will be crossing
rmany watercourses that are not identified as mapped floodplains. For example, under current conditions, sheet flow
runoff inundates the Ramona Expressway in the community of Lakeview. Thus, to protect the road, it is likely the storm
runoff has to be diverted and/or concentrated either by elevating the roadbed and/or by providing culvert/bridge
crossings needed for the passage of storm runoff. The Final EIR/EIS should show how the MCP will be protected from
storm runoff at various locations through all reaches of the project. A drainage study should be conducted for the entire
length of the MCP that identifies each location where crossings or drainage improvements will be needed. Once
crossing locations are identified, the Final EIR/EIS should identify the pote

R-4-6

R-4-7

R-4-8

ntial onsite and offsite impacts and how these impacts will be addressed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RDEIR/SDEIS. Please forward any subsequent environmental
documents regarding the project to my attention at this office. Any further questions concerning this letter may be
referred to Arlene Chun at 951.955.5418 or me at 951.955.1233.

Very truly yours,

MIKE WONG

Engineering Project Manager

Riverside County Flood Controi
and Water Conservation District

1995 Market Street

Riverside, CA 92501
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This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed
did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

R-4-1

Table 5.2 on page ES-67 and Table 2.7.A on page 2-124 in the Final EIR/EIS
acknowledge that encroachment permits would be required from the Riverside
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) if a Build
Alternative is selected for implementation. The entries in those tables for the District
were modified as shown below to more clearly describe the potential permits/
approvals needed from the District for the project (changes are shown in italics):

Tables 8.2 and 2.7.A (Revised) Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency Permit/Approval Status/Timeline
Riverside County Encroachment permits and/or Application(s) to be submitted prior
Flood Control and cooperative agreements for to construction
Water Conservation improvements in District rights of
District way or easements, or affecting

District facilities

R-4-2

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) is the Permittee for the
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for
the MCP project. Please refer to Section S.5.1, Master Response Related to the
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, on page S-6,
for discussion regarding the requirements of the Western Riverside County MSHCP
applicable to the MCP project and how the MCP project was determined to be
consistent with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. Information that formed the

' Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.
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basis of the consistency determination is discussed starting on page 3.17-1 in

Section 3.17, Natural Communities, in the Final EIR/EIS. The Regional Conservation
Agency’s Joint Project Review and the Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency
Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation Analysis are provided in Appendix T of this Final EIR/EIS.

R-4-3

The Perris Valley Storm Drain is labeled as Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) Lands, as
shown on Figure 3.17.1 on page 3.17-5 in the Final EIR/EIS. Table 3.17.J, Impacts to
Western Riverside County MSHCP Public/Quasi-Public Lands (acres), on page
3.17-52 in the Final EIR/Final EIS. The land cover category for the Perris Valley
Storm Drain is primarily considered ruderal due to the on-going maintenance in that
channel]. Therefore, as shown on Sheets 9, 10, and 11 on the Figures titled
“Composite Project Footprint and Land Cover” in Appendix E in the Supplemental
Natural Environment Study, this land cover is labeled “130 Developed/Ruderal.”

R-4-4

RCTC will obtain all required regulatory permits and approvals for the MCP project.
Please refer to Tables S.2 and 2.7.A in the Final EIR/EIS for a list of the required
permits and approvals for the MCP project. Those tables include the required
approvals from the District described above in the response to comment R-4-1 which
shows modifications made to these tables regarding potential permits/approvals
needed from the District. Application(s) for any such encroachment permits and/or
cooperative agreements will be submitted prior to any construction affecting District
facilities or within District rights of way or easements.

Please refer also to Measure WET-4 in Section 3.18.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation Measures, on page 3.18-48 in Section 3.18, Wetlands and Other Waters, in
the Final EIR/EIS, which describes required permits RCTC will obtain for the MCP
from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB).

The permits and approvals for the MCP project from these agencies may include
requirements regarding long-term maintenance. The facility owner/operator will
comply with any maintenance requirements included in those permits and approvals
for the MCP project. The ownership and responsibility for long-term operation and
maintenance of the MCP project has not been determined. The owner/operator of the
MCP highway is anticipated to be the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) if the facility is a state highway or the County of Riverside, if the facility is
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not a state highway. Regardless, appropriate maintenance including maintenance of
bridges, culverts, and channels in the permanent right of way for the MCP project will
be conducted by the facility owner/operator as required in any permits and approvals
for the MCP project.

R-4-5

As noted in response to comment R-4-4, above, the MCP project will require
approvals from the District for encroachment permits and/or cooperative agreements
for improvements potentially affecting District facilities. Application(s) for any such
encroachment permits and/or cooperative agreements will be submitted prior to any
construction affecting District facilities or within District rights of way or easements.
In addition, as specified in Measure FP-1 on page 3.9-28 in Section 3.9.4, Avoidance,
Minimization, and Mitigation Measures, in the Final EIR/EIS, the applications for a
Conditional Letter of Map Revision and Letter of Map Revisions will be processed
through the District.

Although the District does not have jurisdiction related to the permits and approvals
needed for the MCP project from the USACE, the CDFW, and the RWQCB, copies
of those permit applications will be provided to the District as a courtesy for
information purposes during the permitting process for the MCP project with those
resource agencies.

R-4-6

The Conceptual Mitigation Plan which was provided in Appendix P in the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS has been replaced in Appendix P in
this Final EIR/EIS with the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for
USACE Jurisdictional Waters (note updated name for clarification to distinguish
between this and the future HMMP for MSHCP Consistency purposes). The HMMP
for USACE Juriscitional Waters discusses three mitigation sites, one which is referred
to as the Sanderson Avenue mitigation site. That site is within a parcel and the project
footprint of Phase 4 of the District’s proposed San Jacinto River Levee Project.
RCTC staff and the MCP project consultant team met with District staff and the San
Jacinto River Levee consultant team at the District office on October 16, 2014. As a
result of that meeting, the Sanderson Avenue mitigation site was redesigned to avoid
conflicts with the levee project, which is reflected in the HMMP for USACE
Junisdictional Waters in Appendix P.

R-4-7
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for
the MCP project is described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred
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Altemative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5,
Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation

(SIRB DV) was identified as the preferred alternative. As described in Chapter 2 in
the Final EIR/EIS, Alternative 9 Modified (the preferred alternative) includes
drainage improvements necessary to construct and support the operation of the
project. As noted in this section, these improvements will be constructed consistent
with the Master Drainage Plan (MDP) for the San Jacinto River Basin or other
applicable MDPs.

During the preparation of the conceptual designs for the MCP Build Alternatives,
local MDPs for the jurisdictions crossed by the MCP alignments were obtained by the
project design team. The appropriate features and components of those MDPs were
incorporated in the development of on- and off-site drainage concepts for the Build
Alternatives. The conceptual design includes protecting existing culverts in place or
extending culverts where they are crossed by the corridor alignment. Several new
culverts, proposed in the existing MDPs, were also included as part of drainage
improvements for the MCP Build Alternatives. The number of new culverts and
existing culverts to be extended, removed, or protected in place for each MCP Build
Alternative is summarized in Table 2.3.F on page 2-55 in the Final EIR/EIS. The
locations for the culverts are shown on maps provided in Attachment E in Appendix
I, Supplemental Chapter 2 Attachments, in the Final EIR/EIS.

Those culverts will allow off-site runoff to maintain existing flow patterns and to
allow local drainage to be connected locally. On-site systems within the MCP right of
way are proposed to drain to detention basins before out-flowing to the off-site
culverts. The results of the development of the drainage concepts for the Build
Alternatives are provided in the Preliminary Drainage Report (March 30, 2011).

R-4-8

The Preliminary Drainage Report (March 30, 2011) documents the drainage
improvement plan that will prevent local flooding in the MCP fill areas. As discussed
in the subsection titled “Drainage Culverts” on page 2-55 in Chapter 2.0, Project
Alternatives, in the Final EIR/EIS, culvert improvements have been proposed along
the alignment of each MCP Build Alternative. Please refer also to Section 3.9.3,
Environmental Consequences, in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Floodplains, in the Final
EIR/EIS, which discusses the potential effects of the MCP Build Alternatives related
to floodplain encroachments (page 3.9-10), risks to life and property (page 3.9-14),
emergency response (page 3.9-23), natural and beneficial floodplain values

(page 3.9-24), and significant encroachments (page 3.9-25). Measures to address the
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potential effects of the MCP Build Alternatives related to floodplains, hydrology, and
water quality are provided in Sections 3.9; 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water
Runoff; and 3.18, Wetlands and Other Waters, in the Final EIR/EIS.
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Aprif 10, 2013

I R-5
Ms. Cathy Bechtel RIVERSIDE COUNTY
RANSFORTATION COMMISS
Riverside County Transportation Commission {RANSPORTATION COMMISSION
4080 Lemon Street, 3" Floor

Riverside, CA 92501

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Revised Draft Section 4(F)-Evaluation

Dear Ms, Bechtel,

the MCP is the bridge: struéture over the San 5_5—1

- bU|Id alternatlves of the RDEIR the Base Case

Base Case, the Design Variation wou]d hav the MCP’T oject construct two bndges a 531 foot bridge
spanning Martin Street and a 1,941 foot brrdge for.a.total.of 2,472 feet of bridge spanning the San lacinto
River. As noted in the RDEIR, the SJRB DV would result in a reduction of cost of the MCP project by
approximately $34 million, a substantial savings. We request that RCTC sincerely consider the cost
benefits of the Design Variation while meeting its project objectives. RCTD would like to thank RCTC

heeding our request and studying a Design Variation that is both feasible and cost effective. /

4080 Lemon Street, 8th Floor * Riverside, California 92501 « (951) 955-6740
P.O. Box 1020 » Riverside, California 92502-1090 » FAX (951) 955-3198



RCTD appreciates the opportunity to comment on the RDEIR. We support the MCP Project and look
forward to assisting RCTC deliver this needed transportation improvement that is immensely beneficial to
. . N R-5-1
the traveling public of Riverside County.

Sincerely,

Patricia Romo
Assistant Director of Transportation

Cc Juan C. Perez, Director of Transportation and Land Management
Farah Khorashadi, Engineering Division Manager
Scott Staley, Project Manager



R-5-1

The commenter’s preference for the SJRB DV is noted. The process used to evaluate
the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the MCP project is described
in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final
EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5, Alternative 9 Modified with the SJRB DV

was identified as the preferred alternative.
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S.6.4 Tribal Governments Comments and Responses (TG-1)
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Chairpersos:
Ciennaine Arenas

PECHANGA CULTURAL RESOURCES

- . . Vice Chaimperson:
Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians Mary Bear Magee
Committee Members:
Post Office. Box 2183 » Temceula, CA 92593 E G - 1 Evic Gerbor
Darlene Miranda

R « Pax ( 044
Telephone (951) 308-9295 « Fax (951) 506-0491 Bridgett Barcello Maxwell

Aurelia Mamuffo
Richard B. Scearce, HI

Dizector:

Gary DuBois
Apri] 8, 2013 Coordinator:
Pauf Macarro

Cultural Analyst:

VIA E-MAIL ax_l_(_l USPS Anna Hoover

Ms, Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P. O. Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502

Re:  Pechanga Tribe Comments on the Notice of Availability of a Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Mid County Parkway Project

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

This comment letter is written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
(hercinafter, “the Tribe™), a federaily recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government. The
Tribe formally requests, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.2, to continue to be notified
and involved in the entire CEQA environmental review process for the duration of the above TG-1-1
referenced project (the “Project”). Please continue to notify the Tribe of all public hearings and
scheduled approvals concerning this Project and incorporate these comments into the record of
approval for this Project. The Tribe reserves the right to fully participate in the environmental
review process, as well as to provide further comment on the Project's impacts to cultural
resources and potential mitigation for such impacts.

The Tribe appreciates the efforts the Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) has undertaken to identify, determine significance, consult and
communicate with the Tribe on this Project. In general, the Tribe agrees with this Recirculated
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement TG-1-2
(DEIR/SDEIS). We do have concerns, however, that the proposed mitigation measures are
vague and unsupportive of tribal monitoring. We understand that a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA), Burial Treatment Agreement (BTA) and a Discovery and Monitoring Plan (DMP) will
be developed for the Final EIR/EIS. However, we believe that the mitigation language in the
environmental document should support this process more clearly so that the obligations of each
agency is transparent. Additional suggested revisions are below.

Sacred Is The Duty Trusted Unio Qur Care And With Honor We Rise To The Need




Pechanga Comment Letter to the RCTC

Re: Pechanga Tribe Comments on the Mid County Parkway Project
April 8,2013

Page 2

PECHANGA CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

As RCTC is aware, the Project area is part of Luisefio, and therefore the Tribe’s,
aboriginal territory as evidenced by the existence of Luisefio place names, (éota yixélval (rock
art, pictographs, petroglyphs), village/habitation areas and an extensive Luisefio artifact record in
the vicinity of the Project. This culturally sensitive area is affiliated with the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians because of the Tribe’s cultural ties to this area as well as extensive history with
both this Project and other projects within the area.

The Pechanga Tribe has a specific legal and cultural interest in this Project as the Tribe is
culturaily affiliated with the geographic area, which comprises the Project property. The Tribe
has specific knowledge of cultural resources and sacred places near the proposed Project. The
Tribe has submitted in great detail information regarding cultural affiliation in previous comment
letters for this Project. Please let us know if we can submit anything further regarding our
territorial affiliation for this Project. Further, the Tribe welcomes the opportunity to meet with
the RCTC, FHWA and Caltrans to further explain and provide documentation should this be
desired.

PROJECT MITIGATION MEASURES

The Tribe believes that the proposed Mitigation Measures as posed in Chapter 3, Section
3.8.4 are not sufficient, given the sensitivity of the area, and do not provide enough guidance.
We have suggested revisions to these measures below. We also recommend that the measures
and procedures outlined in Appendix B: Revised Draft Section 4f Evaluation be used as a
starting point to finalize the MOA, MDP and BTA which will need to be drafted in consultation
with the Tribe. It is understood that the measures in Chapter 3 and in Appendix B will be revised
and finalized prior to release of the FEIR/EIR. The Tribe requests to continue to participate in
developing all appropriate measures as well as developing the MOA, MDP and BTA and to be
signatories on these documents.

CUL-1 Discovery of Cultural Material. If cultural materials are discovered during
construction, all earth-moving activity within and around the immediate discovery area will be
diverted until a qualified archaeologist and_a tribal representative can assess the nature and
significance of the find. All protocols regarding unanticipated discoveries will be addressed per
the Memorandum of Understanding., Monitoring and Discovery Plan and if appropriate. the

Burial Treatment Agreement.

CUL-2 Discovery of Human Remains. If human remains are discovered, State Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that further disturbances and activities shall cease in any area
or nearby area suspected to overlie remains, and the County Coroner contacted. Pursuant to
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native
American, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who will

TG-1-3

TG-1-4

V

Pechanga Cultural Resources » Temecula Band of Luiserio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 « Temecula, CA 92592
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Pechanga Comment Letter to the RCTC

Re: Pechanga Tribe Comments on the Mid County Parkway Project
April 8, 2013

Page 3

then notify the Most Likely Descendent (MLD). At this time, the person who discovered the /r\

remains will notify the Qualified Archaeologist who will then contact the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) Project Manager and the Caltrans District 8 Environmenta]
Branch Chief so that they may work with the MLD on the respectful treatment and disposition of
the remains. Further provisions of PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable and as outlined

in the MOA and other appropriate documents.

CUL-3 Avoidance of Site 33-3653. During the final design, the RCTC’s Project Engineer will
designate the part of Site 33-3653 near the project Area of Potential Effects (APE) as an
Environmentally Sensitive Area on the project construction plans. The boundary of that site near
the APE will be mapped by the Project Archaeologist (to be retained by the RCTC Project
Manager) and in consultation with the tribal representative/monitor for incorporation in the final
design mapping. The Environmentally Sensitive Area for Site 33-3653 will not be shown as a
cultural site on the final design plans to avoid unauthorized artifact collection or vandalism to the
site. Prior to any ground-disturbing activities in the vicinity of Site 33-3653, RCTC’s Project
Engineer will require the Construction Contractor to provide fencing or flags around the
boundary of the Environmentally Sensitive Area. The Project Archaeologist and a tribal monitor
will monitor the installation of the fencing/flagging. The area in the project disturbance limits
near or adjacent to the Environmentally Sensitive Area boundary will be monitored when
construction in the MCP APE is adjacent to the site by the Project Archaeologist and a Native
American monitor during all ground disturbing and construction activities in this area. The
RCTC Project Engineer will require the Construction Contractor to maintain the fencing/flagging
throughout the entire construction period in this area. The Project Archaeologist will monitor the
condition of the fencing/flagging monthly and will report the need for any repairs to that material
to the RCTC Project Engineer and the Construction Contractor. The fencing will be removed

once grading activities in this area have been entirely completed and per any other requirements
in the MOA or other applicable Caltrans protocol documents.

CUL.-4 Prior to beginning project construction, a Caltrans qualified archaeological monitor shall

be retained to monitor all ground-disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown

archaeological resources. Any newly discovered cultural resource deposits shall be subject to a
cultural resources evaluation per the MOA and DMP.

CUL-3 At least 30 days prior to beginning project construction, the RCTC shall contact the

Pechanga Tribe to notify the Tribe of grading. excavation and the monitoring program, and to
develop a Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring Agreement. The Asgreement shall

address _the treatment of known cultural resources. the designation, responsibilities, and

participation of professional Native American Tribal monitors during grading, excavation and

ground disturbing activities: project grading and development scheduling; terms of compensation
for the monitors; and treatment and final disposition of any cultural resources, sacred sites, and

human remains discovered on the site.

1G-1-4
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Re: Pechanga Tribe Comments on the Mid County Parkway Project
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Page 4

CUL-~6 The landowner shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, including sacredA

items., burial goods and all archaeological artifacts that are found on the project area to the

appropriate Tribe for proper treatment and disposition as outlined in the MOA, DMP and BTA.

All sacred sites, should they be encountered within the project area, shall be avoided and

preserved as the preferred mitigation. if feasible. Cultural resources may be curated at a facility
that meets or exceeds Part 79 standards. The Pechanga Tribe maintains and operates a curatorial

facility that meets federal standards and will take all artifacts. excluding human remains, grave
goods and sacred/ceremonial items at no charge.

The Pechanga Tribe thanks you again for working with us on this Project and looks
forward to continue working together with the RCTC, FHWA and Caltrans in protecting the
invaluable Pechanga cultural resources found in the Project area. Please contact me at 951-770-
8104 or at ahoover@pechanga-nsn.gov to discuss any further outstanding issues. We look
forward to developing the Memorandum of Agreement, Discovery and Monitoring Plan and
Burial Treatment Agreement with you. Thank you,

Sincerely,

P

Anna Hoover
Cultural Analyst

cc: Pechanga Office of the General Counsel

TG-1-4

TG-1-5
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TG-1-1

Three representatives of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians (Tribe) are included
on the distribution list for the MCP project environmental process as shown on page
7-10 in Chapter 7, Distribution List, in the Final EIR/EIS. Therefore, as requested, the
Tribe continued to receive all notices regarding the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) process for the project, through the Final EIR.

TG-1-2

Please note that the “Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal Highway
Administration and the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the
Mid County Parkway Project Riverside County, California” was executed by FHWA
and the SHPO on October 30, 2014. The California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) and the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) were
Invited Signatories to the MOA. The following Native American Tribes were
Consulting Tribes to the MOA: the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, the
Cahuilla Band of Indians, the Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Indians, the Gabrielino Tongva Nation, the Morengo Band of Mission Indians, the
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians, the Ramona Band of Cahuilla, the San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians, and the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians.

The executed MOA is provided in Appendix U, Memorandum of Agreement, in this
Final EIR/EIS. The MOA includes the following attachments:

Attachment A: 36 CFR Part 800.16 Definitions

Attachment B: Maps (Please note that these maps are not provided in the copy of the
MOA in this Final EIR/EIS to protect the resources from accidental damage,
vandalism, and unauthorized artifact collection.)

Attachment C: Cultural Landscape Study Annotated Qutline

Attachment D: Discovery and Monitoring Plan

Please note that Attachment D includes the following four appendices:

Appendix A: Maps (Please note that these maps are not provided in the copy of
the MOA in this Final EIR/EIS to protect the resources from accidental damage,
vandalism, and unauthorized artifact collection.)

Appendix B: Confidential Department of Parks and Recreation 523 Forms
(Please note that these forms are confidential and are not included in the copy of
the MOA provided in Appendix U of this Final EIR/EIS.)
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Appendix C: Confidential Native American Contact List (Please note that the
Native American contact list is confidential and is not included in the copy of the
MOA provided in Appendix U of this Final EIR/EIS.)

Appendix D: Burial Treatment Plan

Appendix E: SHPO Concurrence Letters

Appendix F: Native American Heritage Commission’s Guidelines for
Monitoring/Consultants Native American Cultural, Religions, and Burial Sites

This comment raises concerns regarding the level of detail in the mitigation measures
included in the Build Alternatives as provided on page 3.8-25 in Section 3.8, Cultural
Resources, in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Please refer to the
responses to comments TG-1-4 and TG-1-5, below, for the responses to the Tribe’s
individual comments on those mitigation measures. Please refer also to the MOA
provided in Appendix U, in this Final EIR/EIS, which includes specific treatment
measures to address project effects on historic properties. Attachments to the MOA
include the Burial Treatment Plan (BTP), the Discovery and Monitoring Plan (DMP),
and the annotated outline of a cultural landscape study (mitigation study).

7G-1-3

This comment describes the Tribe’s cultural affiliation to the project area, the Tribe’s
specific knowledge of cultural resources and sacred places in the project area, and the
Tribe’s offer to meet with RCTC, Caltrans, and FHWA to further discuss the issues in
the comment letter or to provide additional documentation if needed. New Section
5.7.5, Memorandum of Agreement, starting on page 5-43 in Chapter 5, Comments
and Coordination, in the Final EIR/EIS, describes the consultation process for the
MOA and the measures included in the MOA to minimize the project effects on
historic properties. As noted in the response to comment TG-1-2, above, the MOA is
provided in Appendix U, in this Final EIR/EIS. The Tribe was involved in the
development of the MOA, the DMP, the BTP, and the annotated outline for the
cultural landscape study for the project, based on its cultural affiliation to, and
knowledge about, the project area.

TG-1-4

The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS included five measures to avoid,
minimize, and/or mitigate effects of the MCP Build Alternatives on cultural resources
(CUL-1, Discovery of Cultural Material; CUL-2, Discovery of Human Remains;
CUL-3, Environmentally Sensitive Areas; CUL-4, Archaeological Monitor; and
CUL-3, Cultural Resources Monitoring Agreement). Since the circulation of the
Rectrculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the MOA described earlier in
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Section 3.8.4 was executed by FHWA and the State Historic Preservation Officer. As
a result, the stipulations in that MOA have superseded and replaced original Measures
CUL-1 through CUL-5. Those stipulations are provided as Measures CUL-1 through
CUL-7 starting on page 3.8-25 in Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, in the Final
EIR/EIS.

TG-1-5

RCTC and FHWA appreciate the Tribe’s continuing work on this project. As noted in

the response to comment TG-1-3, above, the Tribe was involved in the development
of the MOA, the BTP, and the DMP.
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April 4, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502

SUBJECT: WMid County Parkway Praject
Notice of Availability of a Recirculated Draft Environmental
Impact Report / Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Ms. Bechtel: .

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the
above referenced project. The project proposes to improve west-east
transportation in western Riverside County, between the cities of Perris and San
Jacinto. The project proposes to construct a new freeway, known as the Mid
County Parkway (MCP), which will provide a direct and continuous route
connecting Interstate 215 (1-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the
east, a distance of approximately 16 miles. Eastern Municipal Water District
(Eastern) offers the following comments.

With a view to reduce impacts to Eastern's existing and future facilities, and
rights-of-way, three project build alternatives and two design variations provided
in chapter 2 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/SEIS) were reviewed by District staff.
Eastern supports Project Build "Alternative 5 Modified: South Perris (at Rider
Street)” with Design Variation “San Jacinto North.” This selection should result in
fewer impacts on Eastern’s facilities and rights-of way, in comparison with other
build alternatives and design variations.

Eastern requests any future design studies and plans, further detailed plans or
relocation plans for Eastern’s facilities to be submitted to Eastern for our review
and comments. Additionally, Eastern requires a formal Utility Notice with all the
pertinent project information to be submitted early in the design process, to allow
District staff to assess potential conflicts with existing facilities and/or proposed
improvements. Once the initial communication has been established, both
Agencies will work toward commonly agreed resolutions if conflicts are identified..

SDU-1

SDU-1-1

SDU-1-2

Post Office Box 8300 Perris, CA92572-8300  Telephone: (951) 928-3777 Pax: (951)928-6177
Location: 2270 Trumble Road  Perris, CA 92570  Internet : www.emwd.orm

Mailing Address:




Eastern Municipal Waler District
Mid County Parkway Project DEIR/SEIS Comment
Page 2

Again, Eastern appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. Please forward the Final
Environmental Impact Report to the attention of Helen Stratton at the mailing addiress shown on
page one. If you have questions concerning these comments, please feel free to contact Helen
Stratton at 951 928-3777, Ext. 4545.

Sincerely,

Director of Environmental and Regulatory Cormpliance

JJ:hs



This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed
did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

SDU-1-1

The commenter’s preference for Alternative 5 Modified: South Perris (at Rider
Street) with the San Jacinto North Design Variation is noted. The process used to
evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the MCP project is
described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on page 2-98 in
the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5, Alternative 9 Modified with the San
Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation was identified as the preferred alternative.

SDU-1-2

This comment describes the Eastern Municipal Water District’s (District’s) request
for coordination of the project design with the District to allow District staff to assess
the potential for conflicts between District facilities and the MCP and to resolve those
conflicts. Please refer to Measure U&ES-8 on page 3.5-14 in Section 3.5, Utilities
and Emergency Services, in the Final EIR/EIS, which requires the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) Project Engineer to prepare plans during final
design that show the utility facilities expected to be relocated or protected in place
during project construction. The RCTC Project Engineer will coordinate the final
plans for the proposed relocations/protection in place with each affected utility
provider, including the District.

' Section 150838(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not

provided.
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comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT
{  OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA -

April 8, 2013 Via E-Mail and Regular Mail

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 12008

Riverside, California 92502

Dear Ms. Bechtel:
Notice of Availability of a

Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIR/SDEIS) for the Mid County Parkway Project

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has received the
Notice of Availability for the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIR/SDEIS) for the
Mid County Parkway (MCP) project, in western Riverside County. The MCP project is
proposed by the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans). RCTC is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and FHWA is the lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Metropolitan is providing comments on the RDEIR/SDEIS as an affected
public agency and as a responsible agency, as defined in the State of California Public
Resources Code, Section 21069,

Metropolitan owns and operates several facilities within the boundaries of the MCP
project study area, including the Colorado River Aqueduct, the Inland Feeder, the
Lakeview Pipeline, the Lake Perris Bypass Pipeline, and a number of ancillary features
associated with these conveyance facilities. Metropolitan has worked cooperatively with
RCTC and the County of Riverside since 2002 to address potential issues pertaining to
these facilities, including via formal written correspondence in 2004, 2005, 2007 and
2009, which is attached to this letter and incorporated by reference. Metropolitan’s
facilities in relation to the MCP project are shown the attached figure, “Mid County
Parkway Study Area, MWD Facilities Overlay”.

As described in the Notice of Availability, the MCP project is a proposed 16-mile
transportation corridor identified in the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP). The
MCP project is intended to relieve traffic congestion between the cities of Perris and San
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Jacinto and within surrounding communities in an east-west travel route connecting I-215
to SR 79. The MCP project includes three Build Alternatives (4 Modified, 5 Modified
and 9 Modified) and two No-Build Alternatives (1A and 1B). Metropolitan understands
that the MCP project has been modified in the RDEIR/SDEIS to exclude previously
proposed alignments between I-15 and I-215, which now are being evaluated under the
proposed Cajalco Road Widening Project by the Riverside County Transportation
Department (RCTD). Metropolitan also understands that modifications to the proposed
MCP project alignments as described in the RDEIR/SDEIS would result in avoidance of
Metropolitan’s facilities in proximity to Lake Perris.

In previous correspondence, Metropolitan expressed concerns about potential impacts to,
and conflicts with, facilities extending from I-15 to SR 79. Proposed modifications have
removed concerns about Lake Mathews and related facilities west of I-215 as part of this
project, and substantially have removed concerns about facilities in the immediate
vicinity of Lake Perris. The project does propose crossings of Metropolitan’s Colorado
River Aqueduct (CRA), Inland Feeder and Lakeview Pipeline. Consequently, we request
continued cooperation by RCTC through MCP project design to address all issues related
to these facilities to ensure that they are not compromised in any way by the MCP
project.

In Section 3.5 (Utilities), Metropolitan provides the following comments on Table 3.5.A
(Temporary Impacts to Utility Facilities), under the subheading “Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California (Metropolitan)”.

e The first sentence in the “Impacts” passage would correctly read, “The MCP
alignment, at various locations, would be located adjacent to and cross the
Metropolitan CRA, Inland Feeder and Lakeview Pipeline.”

o The passage states, “In areas where the MCP is running roughly parallel to the
CRA, the design would incorporate elements to ensure that settlement from the
roadway embankments is either minimized or avoided.” The design also should
ensure that seismically induced displacement of the CRA, Inland Feeder and
Lakeview Pipeline is minimized or avoided.

e In addition to the measures described in this passage, static and seismic analyses
of potential impacts to the CRA, Inland Feeder and Lakeview Pipeline must be
performed in accordance with Metropolitan’s Geotechnical Guidelines. An
updated version of these Guidelines is attached for your reference.

As previously noted, the project was modified to exclude the Lake Mathews area;
therefore, from a Lake Mathews watershed perspective, water quality concerns related to
the MCP are not anticipated. Metropolitan will continue to track the Cajalco Road
Widening Project, which is anticipated to have a greater impact. The MCP project would
impact surface water and groundwater quality in the San Jacinto watershed, which
includes Lake Perris (a secondary State Water Project water source); however, the

SDU-2-1

SDU-2-2

SDU-2-3

SDU-2-4

SDU-2-5
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RDEIR/SDEIS adequately addresses potential water quality impacts by proposing
pollution prevention and treatment BMPs to target constituents of concern from
transportation facilities. In addition, permits from the Regional Water Quality Control SDU-2-5
Board would require monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of these BMPs. Should the
proposed BMPs be substantively changed in the future, we request the opportunity to
review those changes.

The RDEIR/SDEIS does not specifically identify the presence of cultural sites on
Metropolitan property and none are anticipated. In the unlikely event that cultural
materials are discovered on Metropolitan property and except as provided for in PRC SDU-2-6
Section 5097.98, Metropolitan, as the property owner, would consult with RCTC on their
disposition in a qualified repository at the conclusion of the project. Mitigation and
curation costs would remain the responsibility of the project.

Metropolitan requested in previous correspondence that additional analysis and
engineering be submitted for Metropolitan’s review and acceptance as they pertain to the
CRA, adjacent pipelines, ancillary facilities and rights-of-way. Metropolitan will be
unable to approve any project designs that have not been previously submitted for timely SDU-2-7
review and determined to adequately avoid or minimize to insignificance potential
structural and operational impacts to Metropolitan’s infrastructure. Please refer to the
attached map and to the attached letter dated May 13, 2005, items I, IT and IIL, for
detailed information about the locations of these facilities in relation to the proposed -
alignments.

We appreciate the opportunity to continue to provide input to your planning,
environmental clearance and design process, and we look forward to receiving future
environmental documentation and technical information about this important project.
Please contact me at (213) 217-6669, or dwest@mwdh2o.com, if you have questions or
need assistance in addressing our comments. Please coordinate directly with
Metropolitan’s Substructures manager, Kieran Callanan for submittal and review of
technical information pertaining to project design. Mr. Callanan may be reached at
(213) 217-7474 or at kcallanan@mwdh2o.com.

Very truly yours,

C D e ™

Deirdre West
Manager, Environmental Planning Team

WP:rdl

(J:\Environmental Planning-Compliance\COMPLETED JOBS\April 2013\Job No. 2013012801)
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Enclosures

Figure — “Mid County Parkway Study Area, MWD Facilities Overlay”
Letter dated December 15, 2004 — “Notice of Preparation for the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Mid
County Parkway Corridor Project”
e Letter dated May 13, 2005 — “Mid-County Parkway Alignment — Conflicts with
MWD Facilities™
e Letter dated January 8, 2009 — “Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Mid Count Parkway
Project”, includes attachments—
o Letter dated April 18, 2007 — “Mid County Project”
o Letter dated July 31, 2007 — “Mid County Parkway and State Route 79
Interchange™
o Letter dated August 31, 2007 — “Supplemental Notice of Preparation for
the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
for the Mid County Parkway Corridor Project”
o “Geotechnical Guidelines”, Revision Date 2/15/13
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December 15, 2004 FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon Street, 3" Floor

Riverside, CA 92502-2208

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

Notice of Preparation for the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Mid County Parkway Corridor Project

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Meu.~"*~ "~ s reviewed the Notice
of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/r.. /ironmental Impact
Report (EIS/EIR) for the Mid County Parkway Corridor Project, located within western
Riverside County. The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) is the lead agency
for the proposed project. The Mid County Parkway, which would be a key east-west regional
transportation corridor within Riverside County, is proposed to extend from Interstate 15 on the
west to State Route 79 on the east. The project is primarily located along the Ramona
Expressway, Cajalco Road, and El Sobrante Road. Metropolitan is providing comments as a
potentially affected public agency and a potential responsible agency, as defined in the State of
California Public Resources Code, §21069. As indicated in Table A in the NOP, Metropolitan is
a potential Responsible and Trustee Agency and RCTC would require approval from
Metropolitan to cross Metropolitan lands and or facilities as defined herein.

As you know, Metropolitan owns and operates several facilities within the boundaries of the
proposed study area, including Lake Mathews, the Colorado River Aqueduct, the Upper Feeder
pipeline, the Lower Feeder pipeline and the Lake Perris Bypass pipeline and pumpback
facilities. In addition, Metropolitan’s approved Central Pool Augmentation (CPA) pipeline and
treatment plant are within or adjacent to the boundaries of the proposed study area.
Furthermore, Metropolitan maintains ownership and jointly manages the Lake Mathews Multi-
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) reserve (also known as the Lake Mathews —
Estelle Mountain Core Reserve), as shown on the attached graphic (see Figure 2),

Metropolitan has worked jointly with RCTC and the County of Riverside over the past eighteen
months on the proposed Mid County Parkway and is committed to continuing work with the lead
agency in support of this important regional transportation project. However, there are several
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critical issues that must be resolved before RCTC approves the project and Metropolitan
considers granting approval for the crossing of our lands and/or facilities.

These issues include:

Issues Related to the Lake Mathews MSHCP

The Lake Mathews MSHCP provides Endangered Species Act coverage for and fully mitigates
impacts related to a variety of past and future Metropolitan projects, as well as impacts to
ongoing operations of Lake Mathews. It is critical that Metropolitan maintains the mitigation
and take authorization outlined in the MSHCP in full effect and in perpetuity. As currently
proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR, each of the build alternatives for the Mid County Parkway would
impact the Lake Mathews — Estelle Mountain Core Reserve. Metropolitan requests that the lead
agency consider developing an alternative that would fully avoid impacts to the Lake Mathews —

Estelle Mountain Core Reserve.

The lead agency, with Metropolitan’s consent and overview, would need to review and assess the
legal ramifications associated with modifications to the Lake Mathews — Estelle Mountain Core
Reserve and determine the risks and benefits to Metropolitan. It is Metropolitan’s understanding
that the MSHCP, which established the Lake Mathews — Estelle Mountain Core Reserve, only
allows for adding species or lands — not for changing or exchanging lands. As such, the lead
agency would need to address the plausibility of modifying the MSHCP given the constraints
outlined in the legal documents that established the reserve. Metropolitan requests that the lead
agency initiate discussions with us to ensure that our take authorization is maintained in full

effect.

Operational and Maintenance Issues at Lake Mathews

The lead agency also needs to address long-term impacts from the Mid County Parkway to the
Lake Mathews Water Quality & Drainage Management Plan. The proposed project has the
potential to affect drainage patterns and water quality at Lake Mathews, a critical drinking water
reservoir for southern California. It is imperative to both Metropolitan and the County of
Riverside that the Draft EIS/EIR addresses potential impacts to Lake Mathews from a water
quality perspective, to ensure that a reliable, high-quality drinking water supply is maintained

over the long term.

Furthermore, the implementation of the Mid County Project must allow uninterrupted operational
access to the perimeter shoreline of Lake Mathews. Metropolitan utilizes Lake Mathews
primarily as a storage reservoir for untreated water, however a large variety of other operational
activities occur at Lake Mathews as well. Uninterrupted, long-term access to the perimeter
shoreline at Lake Mathews will be required to: (1) perform annual shoreline vegetation clearing
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activities, (2) allow patroller access in order to maintain security around Lake Mathews, and (3)
allow general operational access for emergency activities, should the need ever arise.

The proposed project must also avoid impacts to Metropolitan’s operational area along the north
shore of Lake Mathews, near the intersection of El Sobrante and La Sierra roads. This area is
utilized for management of Metropolitan’s construction unit, which is essential to emergency
response efforts within Metropolitan’s service area. The proposed project’s environmental
documentation needs to analyze the potential impacts to these facilities and address avoidance
and/or minimization measures to ensure minimal impacts to Metropolitan’s operations.

Operational and Maintenance Issues at Other Existing and Future Metropolitan Facilities

The proposed project must also avoid impacts to Metropolitan’s approved CPA project, in
particular the future treatment plant at Eagle Valley and the future distribution system leaving
Eagle Valley. This approved project is an essential component in Metropolitan’s obligation to
deliver reliable, high-quality water to both Riverside and Orange counties, and as such the lead
agency should specifically address any potential impacts of the Mid County Parkway project to
the CPA. In addition, Metropolitan’s future treatment plant at Eagle Valley will most likely
begin construction prior to implementation of the Mid County Parkway project ~ the lead
agency’s Draft EIS/EIR needs to acknowledge the treatment plant project and address avoidance
and/or minimization measures to ensure minimal impacts to the CPA treatment plant project.

In addition, Metropolitan is concerned with potential impacts from the proposed project to other
Metropolitan facilities within the project area. These facilities include the Colorado River
Aqueduct, the Upper Feeder pipeline, the Lower Feeder pipeline, and the Lake Perris Bypass
pipeline and pumpback facilities, and the approved CPA pipeline. Metropolitan must be allowed
to maintain its rights-of-way to its facilities at all times in order to repair and maintain the current
condition of those facilities. It is necessary that the lead agency avoid potential impacts to
Metropolitan’s facilities that may result from the proposed project, including any restrictions on
Metropolitan’s rights-of-way and/or any operations and maintenance activities. In order to avoid
impacts, coordination with Metropolitan must occur during the planning process and written
approval from Metropolitan for proposed design plans should be obtained prior to project
approval. Metropolitan requests that the lead agency’s Draft EIS/EIR acknowledge
Metropolitan’s facilities and address avoidance and/or minimization measures to ensure minimal
impacts to our rights-of-way and/or facilities.

Other Issues

Metropolitan requests that the lead agency analyze in the draft EIS/EIR the consistency of the
proposed project with the growth management plan adopted by the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG). Metropolitan uses SCAG’s population, housing, and
employment projections to determine future water demand.
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{n addition, Metropolitan encourages projects to include water conservation measures. Water
conservation, reclaimed water use, and groundwater recharge programs are integral components
to regional water supply planning. Metropolitan supports measures such as using water-efficient
fixtures, drought-tolerant landscaping, and reclaimed water to offset any increase in water use
associated with the proposed project.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to
continued coordination with the County of Riverside on this project. Mr. John Vrsalovich of
Metropolitan’s Facility Planning Team has been designated as Metropolitan’s contact to
coordinate with RCTC. Mr. Vrsalovich can be reached at (213) 217-6066.

Very truly yours,

Laura J. Simonek
Manager, Environmental Planning Team

JAH/rdl
(Public FolderssEPU/Letters/08-DEC-04B.doc — Cathy Bechtel)

Enclosure: Planning Guidelines
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METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Executive Office

MWD Colorado River Aqueduct, etc.
Substr. Job No. 2001-04-007

May 13, 2005

Mr. Charles Landrey
Project Manager

Jacobs Civil, Inc

3850 Vine Street, Suite 120
Riverside, CA 92507

‘Dear Mr. Landrey:

Mid-County Parkway Alignment - Conflicts with MWD Facilities

This letter is regarding the proposed Mid-County Parkway project alignment alternatives
located in Riverside County generally between Interstate 15 and the city of San Jacinto,
north and south of Lake Mathews and south of Lake Perris.

The following comments provide a detailed explanation of potential conflicts between
the proposed project alignments and Metropolitan’s various facilities. The subject
locations are referenced accordingly on the enclosed aerial photo map that delineates
the project’s alternative alignments, which your company submitted to Metropolitan.

L Colorado River Aqueduct/Casa Loma Siphon- 1* Barrel — at Sanderson Avenue

Just south of the Ramona Expressway, Metropolitan’s 148-inch-inside-diameter
Casa Loma Siphon crosses Sanderson Avenue (MWD Station 10933+40). There
is an existing protective concrete slab in place at Sanderson Avenue and our
pipeline is between 4 and 10 feet below grade at this location. This protective
slab may need to be upgraded or extended depending on the limits of the corridor
construction in this area. Enclosed are prints of our Casa Loma Siphon Drawings
B-363-10, B-363-11, H-1224 and H-1300, and Drawing B-25759 for the protec-
tive slab.

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012  Mailing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California G0054-0153 o Telephone (213) 217-6000

¥
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II. Colorado River Agueduct, Inland Feeder and Lakeview Pipeline — between Bridge
Street and Princess Ann Road

Just south of the Ramona Expressway at Princess Ann Road, Metropolitan’s
185-inch-inside-diameter Colorado River Aqueduct monolithic concrete pipeline,
145-inch-inside-diameter Inland Feeder welded steel pipeline, and 133-inch-
inside-diameter welded steel Lakeview Pipeline are all in close proximity to the
proposed corridor alignment. Please submit detailed plans of your corridor project
in this area for our review and written approval when available. Enclosed arc
prints of our Drawings B-363-9, B-60591, B-88361, B-88362 and B-88381 for our
facilities in this area.

.  Inland Feeder — Davis Road/Hansen Avenue

Metropolitan’s 145-inch-inside-diameter Inland Feeder welded steel pipeline
is located at the intersection of Ramona Expressway and Davis Road and runs
parallel to Ramona Expressway for approximately 800 feet. The pipeline is
located approximately 15 feet below grade in this area and may need to be
protected within the limits of your corridor improvements. Enclosed for your
information are prints of our Drawings B-92103 and B-92104.

1V.  Lake Perris Facilities

Metropolitan has a number of facilitics and properties along the south side of
Lake Perris that may be impacted by the proposed corridor. In addition,
appropriate protection of our various pipelines and tunnels in this area may need
to be undertaken. Enclosed are prints of our Drawings B-363, B-363-6, B-60445
through B-60447, B-60561, B-60562, B-60563, B-60564, B-65646 and B-65656
through B-65661 for your information and use.

a. Lake Perris Bypass Pipeline

The proposed corridor alignment must be kept outside the limits
of this right-of-way except where it must cross the pipeline.
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b, Perris Power Plant

The proposed corridor alignment must be kept outside the limits
of our power plant and pressure control facility right-of-way.

G, Bernasconi Tunnels No. 1 and No. 2 — West and East Portals

Appropriate access will need to be provided to Metropolitan to these
portal sites for routine maintenance and repairs.

V, SR-215 — Chemical Unloading Facilities

a. Metropolitan owns and operates a chemical unloading facility just west
of the proposed SR-215 interchange. The proposed alignment should not
encroach into any area of this property. Please note that Metropolitan may
be performing major upgrades to this facility in the near future. We will
keep you informed of changes to this facility as they occur. Enclosed are
prints of our Drawings B-26979 and B-26980 for your information and use.

b. In addition, just east of the chlorine facility extending approximately
to the Cajalco Dam, Metropolitan’s 183-inch-inside-diameter Colorado
River Aqueduct Valverde Tunnel is longitudinally in close proximity to
the proposed alignment with an average depth of 150 to 200 feet. Your
proposed corridor must have no impact on this tunnel.

VL. Cajalco Dam — El Sobrante Road and Cajalco Road (East of Lake Mathews)

The proposed alignment may require modifications to the existing Cajalco
Dam facility, which would have to be coordinated with Metropolitan,
Riverside County Flood Control District and the California Division of
Safety of Dams (DSOD). Also, access to the facility will need to be
maintained. Enclosed are prints of our Drawings A-1178, H-1362 and
H-1363 for your information and use.

Metropolitan’s facilities between the Cajalco Dam and our Lake Mathews
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facility may also be affected where the Valverde Tunnel transitions into an
outlet channel. Detailed plans of your proposed corridor improvements
will be required in order to determine potential impacts to our facilities.

Enclosed are prints of our Drawings B-363-1 through B-363-4 for your
information and use.

.VII. Lake Mathews Facilities, Upper Feeder and Lower Feeder

a. The alignment of your proposed corridor in proximity to our Lake Mathews
Dike No. 1 at McAllister Street would involve the removal of a hill that is
acting as a buttress for this dike, which is unacceptable. Metropolitan can-
not allow any activity which has the potential to compromise or reduce the
factor of safety of this dike. Your corridor alignment will need to be
revised such that no material is removed from this abutment arca. Any
construction in this area will also require DSOD approval.

b. Seepage pipes located at the face of this dike may also be affected. Any
impacts to these pipelines will need to be mitigated.

6. Metropolitan’s main entrance to our Lake Mathews [acility is accessed
from El Sobrante Road. The proposed alignment appears to interfere
with this access. If this alignment will bridge over La Sierra Avenue, the
height should be such that it allows all of our vehicles to cross under the
overcrossing.

d. Metropolitan’s 140-inch-inside-diameter Upper Feeder pipeline crosses the
proposed alignment just west of La Sierra Avenue. This pipeline will need
to be protected in place.

€. Metropolitan’s 108-inch-inside-diameter Lower Feeder pipeline and related
above-ground facilities, including a small hydroelectric power plant, may
be impacted by your proposed corridor alignment and auxiliary road
between Lake Mathews and Temescal Canyon Road. As shown on the
enclosed drawings, Metropolitan facilities include, but are not limited to,
two standpipes, a control lower, a venturi meter and the Temescal Power
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Plant. Please provide detailed information on how these facilities will be
protected in place and how Metropolitan’s access will be maintained in
this area.

Enclosed for your information are prints of our Lower Feeder pipeline and tunnel
Drawings B-9363, B-10203 through B-10212, B-21226 and B-21227 and above-ground
facility Drawings B-10275, B-10282, B-10283, B-30310 through B-30314, B-30398 and
B-30399.

For any further correspondence with Metropolitan relating to this project, please make
reference to the Substructures Job Number located in the upper right-hand corner of
this letter. Should you require any additional information, please contact Mr. Ish Singh
at (213) 217-6679.

Very truly yours,

S Wl

™ Kieran M. Callanan. P.E.
Manager, Substructures Tcam

IS/ly
DOC 2001-04-007

Enclosures (53)
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METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Executive Office

January 8, 2009 Via Email & FedEx

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
PO Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502-2208

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement for the Mid County Parkway Project

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS) for the Mid County
Parkway Project, located within western Riverside County.

Metropolitan currently owns and operates several facilities within the boundaries of the area described in
the DEIR/EIS, including Lake Mathews, the Colorado River Aqueduct, the Upper Feeder pipeline, the
Lower Feeder pipeline and the Lake Perris Bypass pipeline and pumpback facilities. In addition,
Metropolitan’s approved Central Pool Augmentation (CPA) pipeline and treatment plant are within or
adjacent to the boundaries of the proposed study area. Furthermore, Metropolitan maintains ownership
and jointly manages the Lake Mathews Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community
Conservation Plan (MSHCP/NCCP) reserve.

As discussed in our previous comments to you regarding the Mid County Parkway Project, there are
several critical issues that must be resolved before Metropolitan will consider granting approval for the
crossing of our lands and/or facilities. Our issues are as follows:

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Comment 1: Reserve Definitions

The descriptions, and the distinctions, of the various reserves in the project area are sometimes
unclear and potentially misleading, no doubt due to the complex relationships in establishment,
management, and purposes of the reserves. The narrative discussions in different levels of detail in
different sections of the document do not appear to provide sufficient information to fully disclose
the importance of reserve-related issues. A figure, or perhaps several figures, that clearly depict
reserve boundaries and property ownership could be very helpful in this regard. Accompanying the
figure (or figures) could be a detailed but succinct description of each reserve, including when it was
established, its primary purpose for establishment, the agreements that underlie current management,
and ongoing management obligations. Another brief but precise description of the relationships, both
legally binding and cooperative, among (hese reserves would also be useful.

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 « Mailing Address: P.O. Box 54153, Los Angeles, California, 90054-0153 » Telephone: (213) 217-6000



Ms. Cathy Bechtel
Page 2
January 8, 2009

The Lake Mathews Multiple Species Reserve (Reserve), for example, was established in partasa
mitigation bank for current and future Metropolitan projects in western Riverside County, and in fact
incorporates —but does not supersede—previous agreements among Metropolitan, the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the California Department of Water Resources to
establish a State Ecological Reserve at Lake Mathews. Further, the mitigation bank lands at the
Reserve are protected for long-term conservation by a conservation easement held by the Riverside
County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA). The Reserve is managed under the terms of a
Cooperative Management Agreement among Metropolitan, RCHCA, CDFG, and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, thus limiting Metropolitan’s ability to make unilateral decisions regarding Reserve
management. None of these important considerations were clearly described in the document, thus
understating the importance to Metropolitan that these complex agreements remain intact and that
potential adverse project-related impacts to these lands are fully evaluated.

It is also important to note that the Lake Mathews MSHCP is also an NCCP pursuant to agreements
with CDFG. Thus, in addition to the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, where they apply,
the Lake Mathews MSHCP is also bound by the provisions of the state NCCP process. The Lake
Mathews MSHCP should be referred to as "Lake Mathews MSHCP/NCCP."

Comment 2: Amendment to Resel:ve MSHCP/NCCP

Chapter 3, page 943, of the DEIR/EIS states that if Riverside County moves forward with the
widening of Cajalco Road as part of Riverside County’s implementation of the Circulation Element
of the General Plan, Metropolitan “would have to agree to a plan amendment.” While an amendment
to the Lake Mathews MSHCP/NCCP would be required to allow modifications to Reserve
boundaries and impacts to conserved land, Metropolitan would not be required to initiate an
amendment or to support efforts by others to do so.

Comment 3: Off-site Mitigation

The document states that indirect impacts to conserved lands would result from construction and
operation of the MCP, including increased pollutants and trash, increased potential for fire, trespass,
type conversion of habitat, and other edge effects. While the analysis concludes that the impacts
would be minimal, it also states that off-site mitigation would offset those impacts as provided for in
the County’s MSHCP. Please note that such off-site mitigation would not offset impacts to the Lake
Mathews Multiple Species Reserve because Metropolitan is not a signatory to the agreements that
established the County’s MSHCP. Mitigation for indirect impacts to the Reserve must be consistent
with the provisions of CEQA and of the Lake Mathews MSHCP/NCCP and associated agreements.

Comment 4: Cultural and Paleontological Resources Mitigation

While the preferred alignment (Alternative 9) does not impact Metropolitan property, other potential
alignments addressed in the document would. Mitigation measures should be written to consider the
rights and responsibilities of property owners regardless of which alignment ultimately is selected.
With the exception of human remains and associated burial items, Metropolitan asserts ownership of
all artifacts and fossil remains found on Metropolitan property and requests coordination in the
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preparation of treatment plans and mitigation plans that could affect those resources. Reference in
the mitigation measures for cultural resources should include a requirement that recovered artifacts
be placed in a qualified repository that meets all applicable standards and regulations for such a
facility (similar to wording for disposition of recovered paleontological materials).

Comment 5: Biological Resources Mitigation

Mitigation measures for potential impacts to burrowing owls, which would result from Alternative 9,
specity focused surveys “within” 30 days of construction, and “passive” relocation of birds whose
burrows would be impacted. Conducting surveys within 30 days could inappropriately limit the
ability to implement meaningful measures prior to construction. As a potential alterative to passive
relocation, Metropolitan would support a cooperative effort to investigate the feasibility and
implementation of active relocation of burrowing owls into the Lake Mathews Multiple Species
Reserve. Such action would require the concurrence of Metropolitan’s Reserve management
partners, and must be consistent with management obligations contained in the MSHCP/NCCP, but
with concurrence of the Reserve Management Committee, Metropolitan would support use of the
Reserve in this way if appropriate.

Comment 6: Wildlife Crossings

Metropolitan recognizes the importance of connectivity between conserved blocks of land in western
Riverside County, and thus recognizes --and supports-- the use of wildlife undercrossings and
overcrossings as an important measure to ensure the health of wildlife populations in the Lake
Mathews Multiple Species Reserve.

WATER QUALITY ISSUES
Comment 7: Watershed Impacts and Mitigation

The document states that indirect impacts from runoff to jurisdictional areas would be negotiated
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and CDFG to a level of less than significant. Due to
Metropolitan’s concerns about runoff into Lake Mathews from the surrounding watershed,
Metropolitan requests coordination for determination of significance and mitigation of such impacts
as future negotiations cannot be cited as mitigation for impacts.

Comment 8: Appendix Q

The DEIR identifies a Conceptual Mitigation Plan in Appendix Q and includes potential off-site
mitigation areas throughout the Lake Mathews watershed. Some of the mitigation areas identified
conflict with water quality protection facility locations identified in the DWQMP, and may conflict
with other future areas in which Metropolitan may be seeking to implement water quality
improvement projects to protect Lake Mathews. Metropolitan should be consulted in the
development of the mitigation plans noted with respect to areas within the Lake Mathews watershed
and under the purview of the DWQMP.
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Comment 9: Runoff Issues

The document does not adequately address potential runoff impacts to Lake Mathews from the
various alternatives that are within the Lake Mathews watershed. In fact, in some sections, Lake
Mathews is not even identified as a potential receiving water for surface water drainage (see page S-
35, Executive Summary, Vol 1). The project runoff impacts to Lake Mathews, a source drinking
water reservoir for over 15 million people, needs to be fully addressed in this document.
Metropolitan should be consulted with respect to any efforts to address and/or negotiate runoff water
quality issues and associated mitigation measures that relate to Lake Mathews.

Comment 10: Municipal Supply

On page 3.10-25, the DEIR indicates that “waters in the project area are not used for municipal
supply.” This is an inaccurate statement and needs to be corrected.

Comment 11: Drainage Water Quality Management Plan

The document does not acknowledge the requirements of the Drainage Water Quality Management
Plan for Lake Mathews (DWQMP), an adopted plan through a joint agreement with Metropolitan,
the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and the County of Riverside.
This issue has been brought up by Metropolitan in previous correspondence with the Riverside
County Transportation Commission but has not been incorporated into the DEIR/EIS. The DWQMP
identified several water quality treatment facilities within the Lake Mathews watershed that would
address urban runoff impacts with increasing development. Some of the alternatives addressed in
the DEIR/EIS include alignments that conflict with the DWQMP requirements. These conflicts need
to be fully addressed in the DEIR/EIS. Should there be an impact to the facilities identified in the
DWQMP, an evaluation of how the proposed project and mitigation measures meet or exceed water
quality protection of Lake Mathews must be included. Coordination with and approval from
Metropolitan, Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and County of
Riverside is necessary for any proposals that would be in conflict with the requirements of the
DWQMP.

Comment 12: Flood Control/Water Quality Facilities

Several existing flood control/water quality facilities within the Lake Mathews watershed, such as
the Cajalco Dam/Detention Basin, Cajalco Creek sediment basin, and smaller sediment traps south
of Cajalco Road are not identified in the descriptions of existing uses. The impacts to these facilities
as a result of the project alternatives should be clearly defined and fullymitigated. In particular, the
Cajalco Dam/Detention Basin needs to be specifically identified and any potential impacts must be
cvaluated in detail as this facility plays a very important role in the protection of Lake Mathews from
watershed runoff impacts.
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Comment 13: Watershed Protection

Alternative 9 would have the least impact on the Lake Mathews watershed and the DWQMP
facilities, as it is located primarily outside the watershed. All of the other “build alternatives” could
substantially impact those facilities and other watershed protection efforts, We would have
significant water quality concerns with any of the other “build alternative” alignments identified and
acceptable mitigation of the impacts from those alternatives would be likely infeasible.

Comment 14: BMPs

Several classes of BMPs are identified in the DEIR/EIS to address runoff issues associated with this
project. The ability of the project improvements and BMPs to protect Lake Mathews as a source
drinking water reservoir must be explicitly detailed in the DEIR/EIS. For example, the DEIR/EIS
indicates a projected increased loading of total phosphorus due to the increased volume of runoff
generated from the impervious areas proposed. Lake Mathews is the terminal reservoir of the
Colorado River Aqueduct. The Colorado River system is phosphorus-limited and an increase in
phosphorus levels can stimulate algal related problems for Metropolitan, such as taste and odors,
biomass production and filter clogging, algal toxins, etc. The DEIR/EIS should fully address any
potential runoff water quality impacts, during or post-construction (stormwater, groundwater
dewatering, etc.), that may result from the project and its effects on Lake Mathews and associated
drinking water uses.

FACILITY ISSUES
Comment 15: Potential Impacts

Metropolitan has raised a number of issues related to potential impacts to our facilities in our
correspondences with RCTC and these letters have been included in Appendix J of the DEIR/EIS.
Table 3.5.A of the DEIR/EIS summarizes some of these potential impacts to our facilities and
implies that these issues can all be resolved. We disagree. Until such time as extensive investi gations
and engineering studies have been done, RCTC cannot state with any certainty that the proposed
project will have no adverse impacts on Metropolitan facilities. Accordingly, Metropolitan reserves
judgment on each of the issues previously identified until such investigations and engineering
studies have been done and presented to Metropolitan for review.

Comment 16: Colorado River Aqueduct

Section 2.2.2.3 discusses the proposed preferred alignment (Alternative 9) as being adjacent to
Metropolitan’s Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) based on land use issues and improved interchange
configuration and flood plain issues. However, as discussed in various Metropolitan correspondence,
this alignment could have significant impacts on the adjacent CRA, which is an unreinforced cut and
cover conduit. Metropolitan’s concerns about this alignment are due to the size and extent of the
adjacent embankments, the poor soil conditions generally encountered in this area, which together
could have the potential to cause significant lateral and horizontal deformation of the CRA, which is
unacceptable. The RCTC engineers are currently conducting geotechnical investigations to



Ms. Cathy Bechtel
Page 6
January 8, 2009

determine the actual impacts and potential mitigations that will need to be reviewed and accepted by
Metropolitan if this is determined to be the actual alignment.

Comment 17: Existing Land Uses

Figure 3.1.1 of the DEIR/EIS shows existing land uses in the vicinity of Lake Mathews, but does not
include a designation for public facilities including the Lake Mathews dam, spillway and operations
area, and the Cajalco dam, the main detention basin north of Cajalco Road, and the smaller detention
basins on the south side of Cajalco Road. The boundaries of these areas are shown in the Lake
Mathews MSHCP/NCCP and in the conservation easement.

Comment 18: Metropolitan Facilities

Figure 3.51a and Table 3.5a do not present any major Metropolitan facilities except for the Colorado
River Aqueduct (CRA). These graphics should also present Metropolitan's major pipelines that the
alternatives may affect and indicate continuing coordination with Metropolitan in attempting to
minimize impacts to these facilities.

Comment 19: Widening of Cajalco Road

The DEIR/EIS discusses Riverside County's plans to widen Cajalco Road in addition to construction
of preferred Alternative 9. The document also states that the existing roadway geometry does not
meet Caltrans standards for 120 kph (75 mph) in several areas; therefore, widening the existing
facility in these areas without redesign is not feasible. Other concerns related to widening Cajalco
Road stated in the document include grade and direct access points. Metropolitan has expressed its
concerns related to widening Cajalco Road in the past, most recently in its April 18, 2007, letter to
RCTC, which are incorporated by reference. Any widening and redesign of Cajalco Road to
increase capacity and reduce travel time along that facility will significantly impact several critical
Metropolitan facilities including but not limited to the Lake Mathews Multiple Species Reserve
lands and Cajalco Dam/Detention Basin. Metropolitan is not aware of any public scoping that may
be taking place related to widening Cajalco Road and requests that Metropolitan be notified of such
meetings in the future.

Changes to the existing Cajalco Road elevation or width can impact the operational requirements of
the Cajalco Damv/Detention Basin (including water impound capacity and access for sludge removal
and general maintenance) which would be unacceptable. Portions of the existing Cajalco
Dam/Detention Basin are DSOD jurisdictional. Modifications required by the DSOD might impact
the operational requirements of the facility and could be unacceptable. Changes to the drainage
through Cajalco Road could result in flooding on MWD and adjacent properties. These comments
do not apply to alternative 9 but do apply to proposed plans to modify the existing Cajalco Road.

The drainage provisions of the four sedimentation basins along Cajalco Road must be maintained
even if modifications to the roadway are implemented.
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The DEIR/EIS indicates that there may be closures along Cajalco Road from Gavilan Road to La
Sierra. Any road closures must take into account Metropolitan's need to access the southern portions
of Lake Mathews via its gates along Cajalco Road.

OTHER ISSUES
Comment 3: Contacts

“Persons contacted” incorrectly identifies Tim Skrove as a representative of the Western Municipal
Water District. Mr. Skrove is a Principal Public and Regional A ffairs representative of
Metropolitan.

Comment 12: Agency Coordination

References to coordination with other agencies generally do not include Metropolitan; however, later
in the document, specific discussion of coordination with Metropolitan clearly describes the
extensive coordination that has taken place between our agencies to address concerns and common
interests.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to
receiving future environmental documentation from you about this important project. If we can be of
further assistance, please contact Ms. Raeanne Murphy at (213) 217-6319.

Very truly vours,

haers e O

Delaine W. Shane
Manager, Environmental Planning Team

RM/rm
Enclosures:  Letter dated April 31, 2007

Letter dated April 18, 2007
Letter dated July 31, 2007

J:' Environmental-Planning & Compliance' ENVPLAN EPT Project Folder Riverside County Mid County Parkway Comment Ltr R - Mid County Parkway DEIR-EIS 1-8-09
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MWD
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Executive Office

August 31, 2007 Via E-Mail

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon Street, 3" Floor

Riverside, CA 92502-2208

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

Supplemental Notice of Preparation for the Draft Environmental
[mpact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Mid County Parkway Corridor Project

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has reviewed the Supplemental
Notice of Preparation (Supplemental NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Mid County Parkway Corridor Project, located within western
Riverside County. This letter contains Metropolitan’s response to the Supplemental NOP as a potentially
affected public agency.

Metropolitan currently owns and operates several facilities within the boundaries of the study area
described in the Supplemental NOP, including Lake Mathews, the Colorado River Aqueduct, the Upper
Feeder pipeline, the Lower Feeder pipeline, and the Lake Perris Bypass pipeline and pumpback facilities.
In addition, Metropolitan’s approved Central Pool Augmentation (CPA) pipeline and treatment plant are
within or adjacent to the boundaries of the proposed study area. Furthermore, Metropolitan maintains
ownership and jointly manages the Lake Mathews Muliti-Species Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural
Community Conservation Plan (MSHCP/NCCP) Reserve.

As discussed in our comments to your initial NOP, there are several critical issues that must be resolved
before Metropolitan will consider granting approval for the crossing of our lands and/or facilities.

These issues include:
¢ Impacts to the Lake Mathews reserve lands, which includes the Lake Mathews MSHCP/NCCP

Reserve;

¢ Impacts to the Lake Mathews watershed (e.g., impact to the quality of water entering Lake
Mathews);

* Inclusion of the requirements stated in the Lake Mathews Drainage Water Quality Management
Plan, a joint agreement between Metropolitan, the County of Riverside, and the Riverside County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District;

» Impacts to Metropolitan operational facilities and ri ghts-of-way; and

e Security issues.

700 N. Alameda Streel, Los Angeles, California 90012 - Mailing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California 80054-0153 - Telephone {213) 217«6000
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Metropolitan addressed these issues in detail in the attached letter to Cathy Bechtel, dated April 18,
2007, and in the attached letter to Rick Simon, dated July 31, 2007.

Metropolitan would also like clarification regarding the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s
“preferred alternative™ for the Mid County Parkway, and clarification regarding the issue of the possible
widening of Cajalco Road.

As previously stated, Metropolitan cannot support or sanction any alternative that enters or impacts the
Lake Mathews MSHCP/NCCP. The lead agency, with Metropolitan’s consent and overview, would need
to review and assess the legal ramifications associated with modifications to the Lake Mathews
MSHCP/NCCP, and determine the risks and benefits to Metropolitan. It is Metropolitan’s understanding
that the MSHCP/NCCP only aflows for the adding of species or lands ~ not for changing or exchanging
lands. Any changes to the MSHCP/NCCP and to existing legal documents establishing the reserve,
including existing conservation easements, would require the approval by all members of the reserve
management committee. As such, the lead agency would need to address the plausibility of modifying
the MSHCP/NCCP given the constraints outlined in the legal documents that established the reserve.

Additionally, as set forth in our prior correspondence, Metropolitan has significant engineering issues
related to the protection of our existing facilities and to the operation and maintenance of our water
distribution system that is impacted by the various alternative alignments. These facilities are a critical
part of Metropolitan’s distribution system, which imports water to over 18 million customers in Southern
California. Extensive engineering and geotechnical work will need to be undertaken to ensure that the
location of the proposed corridor will not compromise the integrity of our distribution system, and will
not restrict our ability to maintain, operate, add, or replace facilities along our right-of-way. There may
also be situations where it is not possible to mitigate potential impacts to our facilities and a realignment
of the corridor away from our facilities may be required.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to
receiving future environmental documentation and the Draft EIR on this Project. If we can be of further
assistance, please contact Mr. John Shama at (213) 217-6319.

Very truly yours,

F% Delaine W. Shane
Interim Manager, Environmental Planning Team

RM/rm
(Public Folders/EPU/Letters/29-AUG-07B.doc —- Cathy Bechtel)

Enclosures: Letter dated April 18, 2007
Letter dated July 31, 2007



METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Office of the General Counss!

April 18, 2007

Via Electronic Mail & Federal Express

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County
Transportation Commission

4080 Lemon Street, 3" Floor

Riverside, CA 92501

Re: Mid County Parkway Project

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) is writing to comment on

the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s (RCTC) pr
County Parkway (MCP or project),

oposed alignments for its Mid

As you know, Metropolitan has worked cooperatively with RCTC on its consideration of
alternative routes for, and environmental study of, the MCP. We understand that RCTC is
preparing to issue its draft environmental impact report/environmental impact statement (Draft
EIR/EIS) soon, and wanted to reiterate Metropolitan’s comments and concerns regarding the

project at this critical juncture. Enclosed and incorporated by reference are copies of prior

correspondence that set forth Metropolitan’s position on the project.

In summary, Metropolitan’s primary concerns with the proposed MCP are:

a. Impacts to Lake Mathews reserve lands and associated conservation, mitigation, and

management pursuant to agreements with U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service, California

Department of Fish and Game, and Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency,
including the Lake Mathews Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural
Community Conservation Plan (MSHCP/NCCP or reserve).

b. Impacts to the Lake Mathews watershed, including impacts to Metropolitan’s Cajalco
Creek Dam and adjunct detention basins and other existing and future facilities
necessary to control urban runoff into Lake Mathews in order to meet water quality
requirements. Any alignments within the Lake Mathews watershed should
incorporate the existing requirements of the Lake Mathews Water Quality &

Drainage Management Plan, which is an agreement

that was executed between the

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and Metropolitan to

preserve and enhance the water quality within Lake

700 N. Alamada Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 - Mailing Address; Box 54153, Las Angel

Mathews.

es, Califomia 900540153 - Telephone (213) 217 6000
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c. The protection of Metropolitan’s existing large diameter distribution system and
related facilities from potential impacts caused by the proposed MCP. The main
facilities affected by these proposed alignments include: the Colorado River
Aqueduct; Perris Valley Siphon Nos. 1 and 2; Lakeview pipeline; Bernasconi Tunnels
Nos. 1 and 2; Inland Feeder; 1st Barrel Casa Loma Siphon; Upper Feeder pipeline;
Lower Feeder pipeline; Temescal Power Plant; Lake Perris Bypass and its associated
pipeline, Perris Power Plant and Pressure Control Facility; Lake Mathews and its
associated power plant, dams and facilities; Chemical Unloading Facility; and the
approved Central Pool Augmentation project and its associated future water treatment
plant at Eagle Valley and the future water distribution system leaving Eagle Valley.

d. Homeland security and related access issues to Metropolitan facilities, security gates,
and detention basins in and around the proposed project,

Metropolitan requests that RCTC choose an alignment that addresses these concerns by avoiding
any impacts to the iéserve and operational lands, and by avoiding or minimizing impacts to
Metropolitan’s facilities. Based on a review of the preliminary data provided by RCTC, only
Alternative 9 (the southernmost route) avoids the reserve, and has the fewest impacts on
Metropolitan’s facilities. Enclosed for reference is a map showing the proposed MCP
alignments, including Alternative 9, in relation to the reserve and Metropolitan’s major facilities.

Impacts to the Reserve

These lands are protected for their benefit to endangered, threatened or sensitive species and
provide the basis for Endangered Species Act compliance for Metropolitan projects located in
Riverside County.

To ensure protection of these lands, Metropolitan recorded a conservation easement that
precludes the use of the property in a manner that could adversely affect its values for
conservation purposes. Any activities or use of reserve lands for the MCP is incompatible with
these conservation commitments, and Metropolitan is precluded from authorizing such activities
and use of the reserve. For these reasons, Metropolitan opposes the MCP alignments that would
enter and/or impact the reserve in any way.
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Impacts to Metropolitan Facilities

Metropolitan is also concerned about impacts to its facilities and their operation, as set forth in
detail in the enclosed correspondence. In short, all of the proposed MCP alignments, including

to affect how these facilities are operated. RCTC must carefully analyze the potential impacts,
including but not limited to those from increased lateral and vertical loading, induced settlement,
impacts to operations of the facilities, and altered drainage patterns. See, for example, the
enclosed September 28, 2006 and March 29, 2007 correspondence for more detail on this
subject. Any proposals to realign or accommodate Metropolitan’s facilities, including the costs
of such accommodations, are potentially significant and should be analyzed in detail by RCTC,
We welcome the opportunity to provide information relevant to this analysis upon your request,

Metropolitan respectfully requests that you address all of the foregoing concemns in the Draft
EIR/EIS. We look forward to continuing our cooperative work with RCTC on the MCP.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact John Shamma at (213) 217-6409 or me at
(213) 217-6533.

Sincerely,

Karen L. Tachiki
General Counsel

K .

Catherine M. Stites
eputy General Counsel

CMS/tjm
Enclosures

cc:  Mr. John Shamma, P.E., Metropolitan (w/o encls,)
Mr. Hideo Sugita, RCTC Deputy Executive Director (w/encls.)
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cc:  Merideth Cann, P.E. (w/encls.)
Charles V. Landry, P.E. (w/encls.)
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.
3850 Vine Street, Suite 120
Riverside, CA 92507

Mr. Rob McCann (w/encls.)
LSA Associates, Inc.

20 Executive Park

Suite 200

Irvine, CA 92614

Karin Louise Watts Bazan, Esq. (w/encls.)
Office of the Riverside County Counsel
3535 10" Street, Suite 300

Riverside, CA 92501
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METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Executive Office
MWD Colorado River Aqueduct
Sta. 10899+00 to 11022+00
Substr. Job No. 2001-06-008
July 31, 2007
Mr. Rick Simon
CH2MHILL
Suite 200
2280 Market Street

Riverside, CA 92501
Dear Mr. Simon:

Mid-County Parkway and State Route 79 Interchange

Thank you for your transmittal letter dated April 19, 2007, submitting a drawing (titled
SR79 South, Cut and Fill, Mid-County Parkway Project) showing the proposed align-
ment and contours for the Mid-County Parkway Project and the State Route 79
Realignment Interchange Project in Riverside County.

Subsequently, we received a geotechnical report (Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation,

Metropolitan Water District, Canal Crossing Sites, State Route 79 Realignment Project,
Riverside County, California) prepared by Ninyo & Moore, dated June 8, 2007.

The proposed Mid-County Parkway and State Route 79 (SR79) Realignment projects
will potentially impact several of Metropolitan’s facilities along their alignments.
However, this letter specifically pertains to the interchange between the Mid-County

LOGSERORT

700 N. Alameda Streat, Los Angeles, California 90012 - Maifing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 - Telephene (213) 217-6000



THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

M. Rick Simon
Page 2
July 31, 2007

Parkway and the realigned SR79, and a portion of the Mid-County Parkway immediately
to the west of this interchange.

Metropolitan’s 12-foot-4-inch-inside-diameter cast-in-place Colorado River Aqueduct
Casa Loma Siphon First Barrel (CRA) is located immediately adjacent to, and south of,
the Mid-County Parkway alignment, and is crossed by SR79 at its interchange with the
Mid-County Parkway. Metropolitan’s manholes, air release and blowoff structures are
also located along this reach as indicated in Table 1.

The submitted drawing provides preliminary geometric design and grade information
for the proposed Mid-County Parkway, the SR79 interchange, and the portion of the
Mid-County Parkway westerly of this interchange to a few hundred feet west of Warren
Road. The proposed interchange is located northeasterly of the intersection of the CRA
Casa Loma Siphon First Barrel and Sanderson Avenue, The proposed alignment of the
Mid-County Parkway westerly of the interchange is north of, and immediately adjacent
to, the CRA Casa Loma Siphon right-of-way.

As proposed, the SR79 roadway will be elevated above the CRA and the portion of the
Mid-County Parkway that extends easterly of the interchange to Ramona Expressway.
The SR79 roadway will be elevated above existing grade by the construction of embank-
ments to a height of about 25 feet directly above and adjacent to the CRA. The elevated
SR79 will also require the use of bridge and pier structures adjacent to the CRA to allow
the interchange transition roads to span over the CRA, although this information was not
provided in the submittal. The Mid-County Parkway will be constructed above grade
immediately parallel and adjacent to the north of the CRA right-of-way throughout the
reach shown on the submitted drawing. This will be accomplished by the placement of
approximately 25-foot-high embankments and the use of bridge structures to cross over
roads that are not connected to the parkway. The Mid-County Parkway will also require
the use of a retaining wall at the edge of the CRA right-of-way to support the roadway
embankment between Sanderson Avenue and Cawston Avenue. The Mid-County
Parkway Project will also require the relocation of Sanderson Avenue, the extension of
two streets (Cawston Avenue and Odeli Avenue) at existing grade across the CRA, and
the construction of a new street (Bridge Street), which will be elevated above the Mid-
County Parkway. At the west end of the submitted portion of the Mid-County Parkway
Project, Warren Road will be realigned. Since Warren Road will be a connector road to
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the Mid-County Parkway, a bridge structure with an approach embankment will be used
to cross over the CRA to join the elevated Mid-County Parkway embankment,

We have reviewed your submitted drawing, and our general comments and requirements
are as follows:

L.

The proposed roadway embankments above and adjacent to the CRA, as shown
on the submitted drawing, will subject the CRA to increased vertical loading. The
original design and construction of the CRA did not anticipate the construction

of projects like SR79 and the Mid-County Parkway. Therefore, the design of

the SR79 realignment and Mid-County Parkway project must consider and miti-
gate for any and all impacts associated with increased vertical loads imposed on
the CRA. Vertical loads of concern can be generated by construction, dead, live,
and seismic loads. Depending upon the type and configuration of loading imposed
on the CRA by new facilities, the CRA is unlikely to be able to accommodate the
increased loading from a proposed facility if it exceeds the structural limit of the
CRA. Table 2 indicates the specific locations of the Casa Loma Siphon First
Barrel that was designed for live loads (road crossings) and dead loads only.

Please note that sufficient geotechnical exploration, testing, and analyses must be
conducted to allow evaluation of the increased loads on the CRA. Geotechnical
exploration for the design must also consider that protective systems and/or
mitigation facilities associated with increased vertical loading might be required
for the final design of the SR79 and Mid-County Parkway projects.

The construction of roadway embankments above and adjacent to the CRA may
subject the CRA to settlement, which would be unacceptable. Depending upon
the configuration and location of the embankments relative to the CRA, the CRA
may be subject to lateral deformation as well. Pleage note that the imposition of
lateral loads on our pipeline is not acceptable. As aresult, roadway embankments
planned to be built adjacent to the CRA right-of-way must consider possible
deformation of the CRA caused by their construction. No embankments will be
permitted within the limits of our right-of-way. Before the proposed development
can be approved, a site-specific geotechnical report showing the predicted settle-
ment of the CRA at 10-foot intervals, along with the method of settlement
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analysis, laboratory testing results and any other supporting documents, must be
submitted. The three-dimensional configuration of the proposed grading and in-
situ soils in terms of the actual size and varying depth of the fill, alluvium, ete,,
and depth of bedrock and ground water elevation must be collectively considered
when determining the settlement along the alignment. The settlement calculation
must be carried out at least 10 feet past the point of zero settlement in each direc-
tion. The possible settlement due to soil collapse (hydro-consolidation) must also

‘be included in the geotechnical report.

The site-specific geotechnical report must also check slopes and fills affecting
the pipeline for stability during an earthquake with an average return period of
475 years corresponding to a 10 percent chance of exceedance in 50 years.

The geotechnical analysis must also determine if lateral forces are imposed upon
the CRA due to the new embankments proposed for the Mid-County Parkway.
Please note that additional lateral forces on the siphon are not acceptable.

The submittal provided information on basic geometric design and some infor-
mation regarding proposed site grades. However, the submittal did not provide
information on anticipated structure locations and associated foundation types
(shallow or deep). Since structure location and foundation type relative to the
CRA will impact their design and acceptance, such information must be submitted
with subsequent submittals. In addition these structures should be located such
that they do not limit our ability to excavate our pipelines without shoring, for
repair or replacement purposes.

Similar to the concerns associated with the construction of embankments adjacent
to the CRA, structures and foundations proposed to be built above and near the
CRA must not impose loads, vertical or lateral, onto the CRA or result in defor-
mations to the CRA. No loads from the bridges may be imposed on the siphon.
Please note that sufficient geotechnical exploration and testing, and geotechnical
and structural analyses must be performed to demonstrate that structures and
foundations constructed above and near the CRA will not have an adverse impact
to the CRA by their construction and operation. We require that information o
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new bridges and foundations near the pipeline be submitted to Metropolitan for
review and approval.

The construction of roadways and embankments adjacent to the CRA right-of-
way may result in trapped surface drainage along the CRA. To ensure that
drainage of the CRA right-of-way is maintained and that water will not pond
within or adjacent to the CRA, provisions for drainage must be included in the
project design. In addition, Metropolitan must be able to dewater the CRA by
discharging water into the drainage system. These drainage structures are listed
in Table 1.

The geotechnical exploration, testing, and analyses program conducted to support
the design of the SR79 and Mid-County Parkway projects must also consider the
data needs to evaluate potential impacts to the CRA facilities, and to support
design efforts for required structural and geotechnical mitigation.

The construction of the SR79 Extension and Mid-County Parkway projects must
provide for the continuing operation and maintenance of the CRA, including
access to the entire alignment of the CRA and all of its above ground facilities,
The final design must include provisions to ensure this requirement.

Since this portion of the SR79 Extension and Mid-County Parkway projects is
in the planning preliminary design stage, additional comments will likely be
generated as the design process continues and progresses.

Besides the general criteria stated above, the following are Metropolitan’s comments
on specific features of the submitted design:

1.

The main SR79 roadbed (Station 10928+00), two SR79 north bound off-ramps
(Stations 10923+00 and 10923+90) and a south bound on-ramp (Station
10929+90) are proposed to be supported by embankments constructed directly
above the CRA. This proposal is not acceptable to Metropolitan, and will need
to be revised.
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Z.

The configuration and height of the proposed roadbed embankments adjacent to
the CRA right-of-way will induce settlements and possibly lateral deformations
of the CRA. Geotechnical borings drilled for the SR79 project indicate that soft,
saturated clay soils exist in the upper 30 feet in the area of the interchange. Based
upon the geometry and heights of the embankments adjacent to the CRA right-of-
way, and the presence of the compressible clay soils, it is judged that the magni-
tude of induced deformations to the CRA, both total and differential settlement,
and possibly lateral displacement, will be unacceptable. As a result, sufficient
geotechnical exploration, testing, and analyses must accompany the final design of
the interchange to evaluate potential deformation of the CRA and to demonstrate
that proposed mitigation included in the final design is capable of preventing
settlement and deformation of the CRA. Potential mitigation could include the
incorporation of protective systems, increased bridge spans, or realignment and
redesign to minimize or eliminate deformation of the CRA.

The submitted plan did not provide locations of foundations proposed for the
interchange. Ultimately, this information will need to be submitted, since founda-
tions for interchange structures (shallow and deep), including bridge abutments
and piers, constructed near the CRA may impose loads (vertical and lateral) on the
CRA, or induce settlement or deformations of the CRA. Sufficient analyses and
supporting calculations must be provided to demonstrate that proposed structure
and foundation locations and designs will not impose loads unto or induce defor-
mation of the CRA. In general, adequate setbacks for structures and foundations
are the best mitigation. At a minimum they should be located at such a depth that
it does not interfere with Metropolitan’s ability to excavate the CRA or install a
possible additional pipeline within our right-of-way.

Mid-County Parkway

I

Main Roadway

o The main roadway will be built on an approximately 25-foot-high,
100-foot-wide embankment that parallels the CRA between the SR79/
Mid-County Parkway interchange and Warren Road. Although the main
embankment is not being built directly above the CRA, based upon the
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configuration of the embankment, its proximity to the CRA, and the
geotechnical characteristics in the area, it is judged that ground deforma-
tions to the CRA could still result from the proposed Mid-County Parkway.
Please note that sufficient geotechnical exploration, testing, and analyses
must be conducted to evaluate potential deformation of the CRA and to
demonstrate that the proposed alignment will not adversely impact the
CRA with respect to settlement and lateral deformation.

The side of the roadway embankment between the SR79/Mid-County
Parkway interchange and the Cawston Avenue extension adjacent to

the CRA right-of-way appears to be supported by a retaining wall. The
potential impact of the proposed retaining structure, including its founda-
tion, on the CRA must be evaluated. Please note that sufficient analyses
and supporting calculations must be provided to demonstrate that the
proposed retaining structure and its foundation will not adversely impact
the CRA with respect to settlement and lateral deformation.

The general drainage pattern in the area of the CRA is sheet flow, typically
toward the San Jacinto River to the north. The construction of the Mid-
County Parkway embankment adjacent to the CRA will likely disrupt
significant portions of the current drainage patterns. Please note that
project designs, with supporting calculations, must be provided to demon-
strate that drainage patterns interrupted by the roadway embankment will
be restored and modified properly to ensure that drainage of the CRA right-
of-way is maintained and that ponding within or adjacent to the CRA right-
of-way will not occur.

2, Bridge Street

Bridge Street as proposed near Station 10919+00 is not acceptable. Ifthe
roadway is at existing grade, a permanent cast-in-place concrete protective
slab configured in accordance with Sketch SK-1, can be used to protect the
aqueduct from additional vehicle loads. If the proposed roadway crossing
Over our property is elevated, it must span across our property with a bridge
structure. The pipeline in this area should also be analyzed for settlement
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and deformation as a result of the placement of embankment adjacent to
our right-of-way. Please note that permanent piles for protective systems,
if utilized, must be installed in drilled holes. Driven piles may not be
used within the limits of our right-of-way. There must be a minimum of
10 feet of clearance between the pipe and the edge of the drilled hole.
The piles must not transfer any load to the siphon. This bridge should be
designed such that there is a minimum of 22 feet of clearance between the
bottom of the proposed bridge and the existing ground level.

3. Sanderson Avenue Relocation

A protective structure exists at the existing Sanderson Avenue crossing
of the CRA (Sta. 10933+50). If the proposed at-grade crossing of
Sanderson Avenue is relocated to Station 10937+90, protective measures
to protect the aqueduct from vehicle loads must be constructed. A slab
as described above can be used to protect the CRA from vehice loads.
Metropolitan’s access should also be maintained across this street.

4, Cawston Avenue and Odell Avenue Extensions
—e=asn vt dhd Udell Avenue Extensions

The proposed at-grade crossing of Cawston Avenue near Station 10964+50
is not acceptable, The proposed crossing requires protective measures to
protect the CRA from vehicle loads. A slab as described above can be used
for protection of the CRA

The proposed at-grade crossing of Odell Avenue near Station 10992+00

is also not acceptable. There is an existing blowof¥ structure at Station
10992+10 at the proposed road crossing. We require that the road be
relocated so that it does not disrupt Metropolitan’s ability to access and
operate this structure. In addition, construction of Odell Avenue requires
protective measures to protect the aqueduct from vehicle loads. A slab as
described above can be used for protection of the CRA at the Odell Avenue

road crossing.
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5. Warren Road — Mid-County Parkway Connection

The reconfiguration of Warren Road for its connection to the Mid-County
Parkway spans the CRA with a bridge near Station 11017+50. The
embankment located within the southern boundary of Metropolitan’s right-
of-way is not acceptable. This embankment must be moved outside of our
right-of-way. Please note that sufficient analyses must be conducted to
demonstrate that the proposed bridge abutment locations, and the approach
ramp locations and configurations, will not adversely impact the CRA.
Plans for the bridge, supports, and foundation must be submitted to
Metropolitan for review and approval. In addition, we require a minimum
of 20 feet of clearance between the existing ground level and the bottom of
any bridge structure.

Facilities constructed within Metropolitan’s fee properties and/or easements shall be
subject to the paramount right of the Metropolitan to use jts rights-of-way for the purpose -
for which they were acquired. If at any time Metropolitan or its assigns should, in the

For any further correspondence with Metropolitan relating to this project, please make
reference to the Substructures Job Number located in the upper right-hand corner of this
letter. Should you require any additional information, please contact Shoreh Zareh at
(213) 217-6534.

Very truly yours, i

Kieran M. Callanan, P.E,
Manager, Substructures Team

SZ/ly
DOC 2001-06-008-3

Enclosure
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cc:  Mr. Hideo Sugita
Deputy Executive Director
Riverside County
Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 12008
Riverside, CA 92502-2208



AITACHMENT

Mid-County Parkway and SR79 Interchange

MWD Colorado River Aqueduct
Table 1
Existing Structure Station
Manhole 10912+10
Manhole 10932+00
Blowoff structure 10943+14
Manhole 10952+10
Manhole 10972+10
Blowoff structure 10992+10
Blowoff structure 10997+10
Blowoff structure 11002+10 -
Air Valve structure 11006+70 -
Manhole 11012400
Table 2
From To Maximum Maximum
Station Station Cover (ft) Live Load Description
10899+00 | 10900+60 Existing only | GVW 8,000 Ibs Designed for DL only
10900+60 | 10901+36 6 AASHTO H20 Road Crossing:
North Central Avenue
10901+36 | 10920+73 Existing only | GVW 8,000 Ibs Designed for DL only
10920+73 | 10921+49 6 AASHTO H20 Road Crossing;
Central Avenue
10921+49 | 10932+97 Existing only | GVW 8,000 Ibs Designed for DL only
10932+97 | 10933+79 34 AASHTO H20 Road Crossing:
Sanderson Avenue
10933+79 | 1019+79 Existing only | GVW 8,000 Ibs Designed for DL only
11019+79 | 11020+55 6 AASHTO H20 Road Crossing;
Pico Road/Warren Road
11020+55 | 11022+00 Existing only | GVW 8,000 Ibs Designed for DL only

Note: DI = dead load
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GEOTECHNICAL GUIDELINES
Revision Date: 02/15/2013

Introduction

Metropolitan conveyance system, as defined below, is very sensitive to
deformation and loading. Thus, its protection is of paramount importance to
Metropolitan and any projects that occur in the vicinity or over it require a high
level of technical analysis and review to ensure there are no adverse impacts to it
compromising the continuity and reliability of the Metropolitan conveyance
system. As such, the purpose of Geotechnical Guidelines is to provide a brief
outline of the work to be performed to evaluate and determine the adverse impacts,
if any, of various stages of project development on the structural integrity of the
conveyance system. The guidelines require performing geotechnical/geological
exploration and engineering analyses, providing geotechnical recommendations,
and producing reports. Please note that these minimum requirements set forth in
the guidelines cannot be expected to cover all possible conditions encountered for
proposed developments. Any adverse impacts to the Metropolitan conveyance
system, as determined by Metropolitan, will need to be mitigated to the
satisfaction of Metropolitan.

Definition
Metropolitan’s tunnels, canals, pipes, siphons, cut-and-cover conduits, and their

appurtenant structures (such as transitional structures, manholes, etc.) are called herein as
“the conveyance system.”

Geotechnical Exploration and Testing

Sufficient and complete geotechnical exploration and testing shall be
performed to adequately and fully characterize the subsurface ground and
groundwater conditions beneath and adjacent to the conveyance system, and to
provide suitable geotechnical information and data to substantiate parameters
used and analysis/calculations performed, evaluate potential impacts and
determine the adverse effects of the development on the impacted reach of the
conveyance system.

The type of subsurface exploration, testing, and sampling methods utilized
should be appropriate for the ground and groundwater conditions. Acceptable
exploration methods would include hollow-stem auger, rotary wash, air rotary,
or bucket-auger drilling, Cone Penetration Testing (CPT), and shallow trenches
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and test pits. Sampling methods could include Standard Penetration Tests
(SPT), ring samplers, continuous core, and Shelby tube.

The number and spacing of explorations shall be as needed to provide the
specified subsurface characterization as determined by the complexity and
variability of the geotechnical site conditions, or needs of the required
geotechnical analysis to be performed. Closely spaced explorations may be
necessary if highly variable subsurface conditions are expected or encountered
along the impacted reach of the conveyance system affected by the proposed
development. Closely spaced explorations may also be needed if subsequent
information is needed to complete or perform analyses.

Exploration shall be drilled/excavated as close as possible to the conveyance
system impacted by the proposed development, but no closer than 10 feet to the
outside faces of the conveyance system. All exploration methods and locations
shall be staked in the field and approved by Metropolitan prior to mobilizing of
field exploration equipment.

Exploration shall be drilled to a depth of at least 5 feet into bedrock or
formational material in order to provide adequate information regarding
subsurface stratigraphy below the bottom of the conveyance system. In areas
of deep underlying bedrock or formational material, the minimum depth of
exploration shall be at least 50 feet below the bottom elevation of the
conveyance system.

Disturbed and relatively undisturbed samples shall be collected at a maximum
of 5-foot intervals using sampling equipment compatible with the subsurface
conditions encountered and the sample types needed for laboratory analyses.
Sufficient samples shall be collected to fully and adequately characterize the
subsurface conditions and provide enough samples to perform laboratory
testing and substantiate soil properties and geotechnical design parameters.
Acceptable sampler types would include, but are not limited to, SPT sampler,
modified California ring sampler, Shelby tube sampler, Pitcher core sampler,
and core barrel. Sampling intervals shall be reduced if more closely spaced
data is required for evaluation. In addition to drive samples, bulk samples
shall be collected at selected depths for index property testing. A minimum
of one bulk sample shall be taken from every subsurface exploration, but
consideration should be given to collecting additional samples as appropriate.

Groundwater depth measurements shall be taken and recorded when
groundwater is encountered within subsurface explorations. Explorations shall
be left open as required to allow the groundwater level to stabilize. The depth
to groundwater shall be measured again, after the groundwater level in the

2



3.8

3.9

exploration has stabilized. Both groundwater levels and the time and date of

the measurements shall be noted on the exploration logs. For construction or

developments that will require dewatering, consideration must be given to the
installation of groundwater monitoring wells.

Geophysical testing methods such as seismic refraction surveys and down-hole
(up-hole) tests may be used to supplement exploratory borings and test pits to
characterize subsurface conditions, especially to identify the depth to bedrock
or formational material. Geophysical testing methods would also be
appropriate if highly variable subsurface conditions are anticipated or to better
define the subsurface conditions along the impacted reach of the conveyance
system.

Laboratory testing shall be performed on samples collected during the field
explorations. The number and frequency of tests performed shall be sufficient
to characterize the properties of the earth materials throughout the length of
the conveyance system impacted by the proposed development and
substantiate the geotechnical parameters utilized in analyses. The type of the
tests performed will depend on the type and distribution of the earth materials
encountered during field explorations, and the geotechnical input parameter
requirements of the analysis needed to be conducted to evaluate potential
adverse effects of the proposed development on the impacted reach of the
conveyance system. All tests shall be conducted in accordance with industry
accepted standards of practice. Appropriate tests would include, but not
limited to, in-situ moisture content and dry density, grain size analyses (sieve,
or sieve and hydrometer analyses), Atterberg Limits tests, strength testing
(direct shear, unconfined compression, and tri-axial), consolidation testing,
hydro-consolidation tests (collapse), and maximum dry density testing.

Required Geotechnical Analysis

Geotechnical analysis shall be required to support all planned development
adjacent to the conveyance system. The type of required analysis will depend
upon the type of development planned adjacent to or over the conveyance system
and the potential impacts to the conveyance system associated with the planned
development. All geotechnical analysis conducted and submitted to Metropolitan
shall be performed in accordance with industry accepted methodologies and
standard geotechnical practice. Geotechnical analysis submitted shall clearly
indicate, identify, and explain all assumptions, methods, procedures, and input
parameters used. The results of the geotechnical analysis shall include all
calculations and appropriate supporting documentation, and shall fully describe

the findings and conclusions of the analysis as these results pertain to the impacted

reach of the conveyance system.

[F%]



Minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis to be submitted to Metropolitan
are provided in the following sections, which are classified by the type of
development construction. Depending upon the type and extent of proposed
development, and the potential adverse affects to the conveyance system, all
applicable geotechnical analysis indicated herein shall be provided to Metropolitan
for review.

Embankments — The following minimum requirements for geotechnical
analysis pertain to all embankments, fills, roadways constructed above and
adjacent to the conveyance system, including embankments supported by
retaining structures. Four areas of concern associated with embankments shall
be addressed by geotechnical analysis.

o Increased load imposed on the affected reach of the conveyance
system, both horizontal and vertical under static and dynamic
conditions.

° Induced deformation of the affected reach of the conveyance

system, both settlement and lateral displacement under static and
dynamic conditions.

o Induced instability of the affected reach of the conveyance
system under static and dynamic conditions.

° Minimum clearances of installations and constructions.

Minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis and supporting
documentation related to embankments are as follows:

4.1.1 Based upon the results of field explorations and laboratory testing, a
geologic map shall be prepared of the impacted area of the conveyance
system, at a scale appropriate for the project (preferred scale 1 inch = 40
feet). The map shall clearly indicate the location of the proposed
development relative to the conveyance system with Metropolitan
Station numbers, and the locations of all field explorations (borings,
CPT’s, testpits, seismic refraction lines, etc.). The geologic map shall
also include reference to the vertical datum utilized. Observed geologic
contacts, bedding, foliation, clay seams, joints, faults, shear zones, and
other relevant geologic information shall be noted on geologic map, as
appropriate. The horizontal limits of the geologic map shall extend at
least 200 feet normal to, and on both sides of the conveyance system,

4
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and at least 200 feet beyond the limits of the proposed development
along the conveyance system.

The proposed grading plan for the development shall also be submitted.
This plan shall be prepared at the same scale with the same horizontal
limits as the geologic map discussed above, showing both the existing
and proposed grading topographic contour lines. The geologic map can
be combined with the proposed grading plan provided that the required
information can be clearly conveyed in the combined format.

One longitudinal profile along the conveyance system shall be prepared
at the same scale as the grading plan, showing the affected reach of the
conveyance system with Metropolitan Station numbers. The profile
shall show existing grade and proposed finished grade surfaces,
groundwater elevation, subsurface elevations and conditions, bedrock
elevations, as well as locations of projected field explorations.

Transverse cross-sections normal to the conveyance system shall also be
prepared. The transverse cross-sections shall be provided at a minimum
spacing of 20-foot on center, referenced to Metropolitan Station
numbers of the conveyance system, and shall show all information
required above for the longitudinal profile, including scale used. The
cross-sections shall also include the embankment location, height and
configuration, and its minimum horizontal setback to the conveyance
system. Adjustments can be made in the spacing of the transverse
cross-sections depending upon the variability of the existing ground or
finished grade surface, and subsurface conditions. However, if abrupt,
drastic, or sudden changes occur in the conveyance system plan and
profile as well as existing ground or proposed finished grade surfaces,
and/or the subsurface stratigraphy along the conveyance system, then
additional transverse cross-sections shall be prepared at such locations.

Stress analysis using formulas based on the theory of elasticity (such as
Boussinesq, Westergaard, etc.) shall be conducted at 10-foot intervals
along the impacted reach of the conveyance system to determine the
total and incremental loads imposed on the conveyance system by the
proposed embankment. The analysis shall consider both vertical and
lateral imposed loading on the conveyance system, and shall consider
the three-dimensional configuration of the grading for the proposed
development and the conveyance system. If the embankment includes a
roadway or other sources of traffic loading, the analysis shall include
generated live and dead loads. The results of the increased induced-
loading shall be presented in both tabular and graphical formats, and
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shall present the vertical and horizontal components separately. All
results shall be presented relative to the Metropolitan Station numbers
of the conveyance system.

Settlement/rebound analysis shall be performed at 10-foot intervals
along the impacted reach of the conveyance system to evaluate induced
vertical deformation to the conveyance system due to the proposed
development. If the embankment includes a roadway, or other sources
of traffic loading, the analysis shall include generated live and dead
loads. The analysis shall be based on one-dimensional Terzaghi’s
consolidation theory using representative consolidation test results
performed on undisturbed samples collected from the foundation soil,
underlying the conveyance system, during the field exploration. The
settlement/rebound analysis shall consider the three-dimensional
configuration of the grading for the proposed development and the
conveyance system, and shall be conducted for points along the
conveyance system at least 10 feet beyond both sides of any zero-
settlement/rebound points within the impacted reach of the conveyance
system. Settlement/rebound analysis due to hydro-consolidation and/or
swelling of the foundation soil underlying the conveyance system
caused by fluctuation of the groundwater or infiltration of surface water
shall be performed. The results of settlement/rebound analysis loading
shall be presented in both tabular and graphical formats. The tabular
listing of the estimated settlement/rebound shall include the elevations
of the bottom of the conveyance system, the alluvium/bedrock contact,
groundwater, existing ground surface, and proposed finished grade
surface. The table shall present results relative to Metropolitan Station
numbers. The graphical representation of the settlement/rebound
analysis shall show the estimated settlement/rebound values plotted
against Metropolitan Station numbers.

Based on the results of the stress analysis (Item 4.1.5) performed on
transverse cross-sections (Item 4.1.4 above), slope stability analysis
using Spencer’s Method shall be performed on the most critical
sections. The critical transverse sections shall be selected in terms of
the maximum height of the fill for the proposed development as well as
the minimum burial depth of the conveyance system and its minimum
horizontal clearance from the toe of the proposed embankment slope.
The slope stability analysis on each of the critical sections shall be
performed initially for static loading conditions by identifying potential
sliding blocks/failure surfaces with minimum factor of safety values that
contain the impacted reach of the conveyance system. For each critical
section, the identified potential failure plane/failure surface shall be
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plotted and labeled with the corresponding calculated static factor of
safety and yield acceleration value. If the yield acceleration value for a
critical cross-section is equal to, or lower than, the zero period peak
horizontal ground acceleration (zero period acceleration = ZPA)
discussed under “Seismic Design Criteria,” then a seismic deformation
analysis using the simplified Makdisi-Seed method shall be performed;
a seismic deformation analysis will not be required if the yield
acceleration exceeds the ZPA value. The results of the slope stability
analysis shall be presented in tabular form. The table shall present the
estimated static factor of safety and seismically induced lateral
deformation along the corresponding Metropolitan Station numbers for
each critical section.

Based on the results of stress, settlement/rebound, and slope stability
analyses results, critical sections shall be selected along the impacted
reach of the conveyance system to perform more refined deformation
analyses under both static and seismic loading conditions. Depending
on the configuration of the proposed embankments and its proximity to
the conveyance system, two- and/or three-dimensional nonlinear finite
element/finite difference analysis shall be performed on the selected
critical sections.

The analyses shall consist of three parts: 1) static (gravity) analysis to
evaluate initial stresses in the foundation soil, before an input
earthquake motion is applied; 2) dynamic analysis to evaluate responses
and deformations of the conveyance system to the combination of
gravity and the input earthquake motion; and 3) post-earthquake
analysis to evaluate deformations of the conveyance system under the
gravity load alone, following the effects of earthquake shaking on
properties, stresses, and strains within the foundation soil.

The embankment/foundation soil, containing the conveyance system, in
the section shall be discretized into homogeneous, isotropic
triangular/quadrilateral elements and nodal points, resulting in a finite
element/finite difference mesh. Each soil element shall be characterized
by its geometry, total unit weight, Poisson’s ratio, effective shear
strength (cohesion intercept and friction angle), undrained shear
strength, residual shear strength (for liquefiable materials), maximum
shear modulus, variation of normalized shear modulus with shear strain,
and bulk modulus. For cases where soil degradation to a liquefiable or
weakened state during or shortly after seismic shaking is required,
excess pore water pressure and or/degradation parameters shall also be
specified.



The nonlinear behavior of the embankment/foundation soils shall be
incorporated in the analysis by an appropriate nonlinear constitutive
model representing the nonlinear behavior of the foundation soils under
drain and undrained conditions for both static and under the design
MCE event. In addition, degradation of shear modulus due to induced
shear strain shall be used in both the static and dynamic analyses.

The structures, including piles, shall be modeled by nonlinear beam
column elements. Each end of the element, located below the ground
surface, shall be either connected to a nodal point or contained in an
element in the foundation soil. Young’s modulus, section area, moment
of inertia, and yield shear and moment shall be specified for each beam
element.

For the static analysis, the nodal points located on lateral vertical
boundaries of the mesh shall be set on vertical rollers and the nodal
points located on the horizontal base of the mesh shall be fixed both in
the horizontal and vertical directions.

For dynamic analysis, however, the lateral boundaries shall be
connected to transmitting boundaries representing free-field conditions;
and the base of the section shall be connected to a compliant base,
representing a linear elastic half-space underlying the section. The
compliant base prevents the trapping of seismic energy within the
discretized system above the base and in effect simulates the application
of the input motion at the surface of a hypothetical bedrock outcrop.
The properties of the half-space shall be defined by its unit weight and
shear wave velocity.

As discussed under “Seismic Design Criteria,” an ensemble of
acceleration time histories shall be used with normal and reverse
polarity as outcropping motions at the compliant base in the time
domain nonlinear dynamic analysis. The analysis shall be carried out
for a few second (a quiet zone - Part 3) after cessation of shaking to let
all excited elements stop vibrating due to viscous damping in the system
and lack of the input acceleration.

The above analyses shall be performed for both the existing conditions
and the existing conditions with the proposed embankments.

The analysis results will be used to determine the adverse effects of the
induced deformations on the structural integrity of the conveyance
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system due to the proposed embankments under gravity load as well as
during and after the MCE event at the site. If the calculated
displacements at a few locations at the conveyance system and the
proposed embankments are appeared to be constant and stationary
versus time after the cessation of shaking (during the quiet zone - Part
3), the impacted reach of the conveyance system and the proposed
embankments will be considered stable, otherwise, unstable and prone
to flow slide and total failure. If the difference between the calculated
deformations of the conveyance system under the existing conditions
and the existing conditions with the proposed embankments are larger
than the allowable value for the conveyance system, appropriate
mitigation measures to minimize potential geotechnical-related impacts
to the conveyance system shall be submitted to Metropolitan for review
and approval.

Excavations — The following minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis
pertain to large open excavations, both temporary and permanent, made
adjacent to the conveyance system, including reinforced slopes. Submittal
requirements for shored excavations and pits constructed adjacent to the
conveyance system, including permanent retaining walls, are covered in the
next section. Three areas of concern associated with excavations shall be
addressed by the geotechnical analysis.

° Induced instability of the conveyance system under static and
dynamic conditions.

? Induced deformation of the conveyance system, both settlement
and lateral displacement under static and dynamic conditions.

o Minimum clearances of installation and construction.

Minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis and supporting
documentation related to excavations are as follows:

4.2.1

4.2.2

A geologic map and a proposed grading plan shall be submitted. The
requirements for the preparation of the geologic map and grading plan
shall be the same as those requirements previously indicated under
“Embankments,” Items 4.1.1 and 4.1.2.

Transverse cross-sections normal to the conveyance system shall be
prepared. The transverse cross-sections shall be provided at a minimum
spacing of 20-foot on center, reference to Metropolitan Station numbers

9
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of the conveyance system, and shall show all information previously
indicated for the longitudinal profiles, including scale used, under
“Embankments,” Item 4.1.3. The cross-sections shall also include
the excavation location, depth, and configuration, and its minimum
horizontal clearance to the conveyance system. Adjustments can be
made in the spacing of the transverse cross-sections depending upon the
variability of the existing ground or finished grade surface, and the
subsurface conditions. However, if abrupt, drastic, or sudden changes
occur in the existing ground or proposed finish grade surfaces, and/or
the subsurface stratigraphy along the conveyance system, then
additional transverse sections shall be prepared at such locations.

Stress analysis using formulas based on the theory of elasticity (such as
Boussinesq, Westergaard, etc.) shall be conducted at 10-foot intervals
along the impacted reach of the conveyance system to determine the
total and incremental loads imposed on the conveyance system by the
proposed excavation. The analysis shall consider both vertical and
lateral imposed loading on the conveyance system, and shall consider
the three-dimensional configuration of the proposed grading for the
proposed development and the conveyance system. The results of the
increased induced-loading shall be presented in both tabular and
graphical formats, and shall present the vertical and horizontal
components separately. All results shall be presented relative to the
Metropolitan Station numbers of the conveyance system.

Settlement/rebound analysis shall be performed at 10-foot intervals long
the impacted reach of the conveyance system to evaluate induced
vertical deformation to the conveyance system due to the proposed
excavations. The analysis shall be based on one-dimensional Terzaghi’s
consolidation theory using representative consolidation test results
performed on undisturbed samples collected from the foundation soil,
underlying the conveyance system, during the field explorations. The
settlement/rebound analyses shall consider the three-dimensional
configuration of the proposed excavations and the conveyance system,
and shall be conducted for points along the conveyance system at least
10 feet beyond both sides of any zero-settlement/rebound points within
the impacted reach of the conveyance system. If the alluvium/bedrock
contact is not encountered during the field exploration, a minimum
alluvial thickness of 50 feet below the invert of the conveyance system
shall be considered for the rebound analysis. Criteria for analyzing and
presenting the results shall be the same as required for the
settlement/rebound analysis under “Embankments,” Item 4.1.6.

10



4.2.5

4.2.6

4.2.7

Based on the results of the stress analysis (Item 4.2.3) on transverse
cross-section (Item 4.2.2), slope stability analysis shall be performed on
the most critical sections. The requirements for the slope stability
analysis shall be the same as the requirements under “Embankments,”
Item 4.1.7 and “Seismic Design Criteria,” except the seismic
deformation analysis may not be required per Metropolitan’s approval
for temporary excavations/cut slopes.

If reinforced slopes (soil nails, soil anchors, and rock anchors) are
proposed, transverse cross-sections normal to the face of the slope
shall be prepared and complete design calculations shall be submitted.
The transverse cross-sections shall be prepared as required in Item 4.2.2
above. The design calculations shall clearly indicate all loading
conditions considered and design parameters utilized, and shall include
stability analyses demonstrating both internal and external stability of
the reinforced slope system, as well as global stability. Calculations
shall also be submitted to substantiate nail/anchor design. The seismic
design of all permanent reinforced slope systems shall incorporate
Metropolitan’s “Seismic Design Criteria,” except the seismic design
may not be required per Metropolitan approval for temporary slope
systems.

For all excavations and based on the results of stress, settlement/
rebound and slope stability analyses results, critical sections shall be
selected along the impacted reach of the conveyance system to perform
refined deformation analyses under both static and seismic loading
conditions. Depending on the configuration of the proposed excavation
and its proximity to the conveyance system, two- and/or three-
dimensional nonlinear finite element/finite difference analyses shall be
performed on the selected critical sections. The requirements for the
deformation analyses shall be the same as the requirements under
“Embankments,” Item No. 4.1.8, except the seismic deformation
analysis may not be required per Metropolitan approval for temporary
excavations/cut slopes. The above analyses shall be performed for both
the existing conditions and the existing conditions with the proposed
permanent excavations.

The analysis results will be used to determine the adverse effects of the
induced deformations on the structural integrity of the conveyance
system due to the proposed excavations under gravity load as well as
during and after the MCE event at the site. If the calculated
displacements at a few locations at the conveyance system and the
proposed excavations are appeared to be constant and stationary versus

11
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time after the cessation of shaking (during the quiet zone - Part 3, Item
4.1.8), the impacted reach of the conveyance system and the proposed
excavations will be considered stable, otherwise, unstable and prone to
flow slide and total failure. If the difference between the calculated
deformations of the conveyance system under the existing conditions
and the existing conditions with the proposed excavations are larger
than the allowable value for the conveyance system, appropriate
mitigation measures to minimize potential geotechnical-related impacts
to the conveyance system shall be submitted to Metropolitan for review
and approval.

4.2.8 If dewatering is required or anticipated to be accomplished as part of the
excavation, additional geotechnical submittal requirements shall apply.
These requirements are presented under “Dewatering.”

4.2.9 In addition to the design information required herein, a description
of the proposed sequence of construction shall be submitted for all
excavations, including installation and decommissioning of reinforced
slope system elements.

Shored Excavations/Retaining Walls — The following minimum
requirements for geotechnical analysis pertain to shored excavations and pits
constructed adjacent to the conveyance system, including permanent retaining
walls. Four areas of concern associated with shoring/retaining structures shall
be addressed by the geotechnical analysis.

° Structural integrity of shoring/retaining system under static and
dynamic conditions.

° Induced instability of the conveyance system under static and
dynamic conditions.

o Induced deformation of the conveyance system, both settlement
and lateral displacement, under static and dynamic conditions.

° Minimum clearance of installation and construction.

Minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis and supporting
documentation related to shored excavations and retaining walls are as follows:

12



4.3.1

4.3.2

433

434

4.3.5

A geologic map and a proposed grading plan shall be submitted. The
requirements for the preparation of the geologic map and grading plan
shall be the same as those requirements previously indicated under
“Embankments,” Items 4.1.1 and 4.1.2.

Where shoring/retaining walls are proposed, transverse cross-sections
normal to the face of the shoring/retaining wall shall be prepared. The
transverse cross-sections shall be provided at a minimum spacing of

20 feet on center, reference to Metropolitan Station numbers of the
conveyance system, and shall show all information previously indicated
for the longitudinal profile, including scale used, under
“Embankments,” Item 4.1.3. The cross-sections shall also include the
location, depth, and configuration of the shoring/retaining walls, and its
minimum horizontal clearance to the conveyance system. Adjustments
can be made in the spacing of the transverse cross-sections depending
upon the variability of the existing ground or finished grade surface,
shoring/retaining wall configuration, and the subsurface conditions.
However, if abrupt, drastic, or sudden changes occur in the existing
ground or proposed finish grade surfaces and/or the subsurface
stratigraphy along the conveyance system, then additional transverse
sections shall be prepared at such locations.

Complete design calculations shall be submitted. The design
calculations shall clearly indicate all loading conditions considered and
design parameters utilized. Shoring design shall include calculations
indicating the anticipated deformations of the shoring system, and the
anticipated deformation of the adjacent supported conveyance system.
Calculations for the retaining walls shall include stability analysis
demonstrating both internal and external stability of the retaining
system, as well as global stability. The seismic design of all permanent
retaining systems shall incorporate Metropolitan’s “Seismic Design
Criteria,” except the seismic design may not be required per
Metropolitan approval for temporary shoring systems.

If the configuration of the shoring/retaining wall systems includes the
use of slopes above the top of shoring/retaining walls, then the analyses
requirements for “Excavations” shall also be addressed and submitted.

For shored excavations/retaining walls and based on slope stability
analyses results, critical sections shall be selected along the impacted
reach of the conveyance system to perform more refined deformation
analyses under both static and seismic loading conditions. Depending
on the configuration of the proposed development and its proximity to
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4.3.6

the conveyance system, two- and/or three-dimensional nonlinear finite
element/finite difference analyses shall be performed on the selected
critical sections. The requirements for the deformation analyses shall be
the same as the requirements under “Embankments,” Item No. 4.1.8,
except the seismic deformation analysis may not be required per
Metropolitan approval for temporary shored excavations/retaining walls.
The above analyses shall be performed for both the existing conditions
and the existing conditions with the proposed retaining walls.

The analysis results will be used to determine the adverse effects of the
induced deformations on the structural integrity of the conveyance
system due to the proposed shored excavations/retaining walls under
gravity load as well as during and after the MCE event at the site. If the
calculated displacements at a few locations at the conveyance system
and the proposed development are appeared to be constant and
stationary versus time after the cessation of shaking (during the quiet
zone - Part 3, Item 4.1.8), the impacted reach of the conveyance system
and the proposed shored excavations/retaining walls will be considered
stable, otherwise, unstable and prone to flow slide and total failure. If
the difference between the calculated deformations of the conveyance
system under the existing conditions and the existing conditions with
the proposed shored excavations/retaining walls are larger than the
allowable value for the conveyance system, appropriate mitigation
measures to minimize potential geotechnical-related impacts to the
conveyance system shall be submitted to Metropolitan for review and
approval.

In addition to the design information required herein, a description

of the proposed sequence of construction shall be submitted for all
shoring/retaining systems, including installation and decommissioning
of temporary shoring.

Structures — The following minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis
pertain to all structures constructed above or adjacent to the conveyance
system, including pile supported structures. Three areas of concern associated
with structures shall be addressed by the geotechnical analysis.

° Increased load imposed on the conveyance system, both vertical
and lateral under static and dynamic conditions.

o Induced deformation of the conveyance system, both settlement
and lateral displacement under static and dynamic conditions.



° Minimum clearances of installation and construction.

Minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis and supporting
documentation related to structures are as follows:

4.4.1

4.4.2

4.4.3

4.4.4

4.4.5

4.4.6

A geologic map and a proposed grading plan shall be submitted. The
requirements for the preparation of the geologic map and grading plan
shall be the same as those requirements previously indicated under
“Embankments,” Items 4.1.1 and 4.1.2.

The proposed structure layout plan shall be submitted. This plan

shall be prepared at the same scale as the grading plan and shall

clearly show the locations and dimensions of proposed structures and
their foundations, including pile foundations, relative to the conveyance
system. Structural foundation plans clearly indicating foundation
configurations, depths, and widths shall also be submitted.

Longitudinal and transverse cross-sections as required under
“Embankments,” Items 4.1.3, and 4.1.4, shall be prepared. These
profile and sections shall clearly show the locations, depths, and
configuration of proposed structures, and their minimum vertical and
horizontal clearances to the conveyance system.

Settlement/rebound analysis shall be performed at 10-foot intervals
along the impacted reach of the conveyance system to evaluate induced
vertical deformation to the conveyance system by structural loads. The
settlement/rebound analysis shall be performed and reported as
indicated under “Embankments,” Item 4.1.6.

Stress analysis shall be conducted at 10-foot intervals along the
impacted reach of the conveyance system to determine the total and
incremental loads imposed on the conveyance system by the proposed
structures. The analysis shall consider both vertical and laterally
imposed live and dead loads. In the case of pile foundations, the
analysis shall include lateral pile analysis as well as determination of
dragdown/uplift forces. The results of the increased induced-loading
shall be presented in both tabular and graphical formats, and shall
present the vertical and horizontal component separately. All results
shall be presented relative to Metropolitan’s Station numbers of the
conveyance system.

Lateral deformation analysis shall also be performed at 10-foot intervals
along the impacted reach of the conveyance system to evaluate induced
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4.5

4.4.7

4.4.8

Based on the stress, deformation, and settlement/rebound analysis
results, critical sections shall be selected along the impacted reach of the
conveyance system to perform more detail and accurate deformation
analyses under both static and seismic loading conditions. Depending
on the configuration of the proposed structure and its proximity to the
conveyance system, two- and/or three-dimensional nonlinear finite
element/finite difference analyses shall be performed on the selected
critical sections. The requirements for the deformation analyses shall be
the same as the requirements under “Embankments,” Item 4.1.8. The
above analyses shall be performed for both the existing conditions and
the existing conditions with the proposed structures.

The analysis results will be used to determine the adverse effects of the
induced deformations on the structural integrity of the conveyance
system due to the proposed structures under gravity load as well as
during and after the MCE event at the site, as discussed under “Seismic
Design Criteria.” If the calculated displacements at a few locations at
the conveyance system and the proposed structures are appeared to be
constant and stationary versus time after the cessation of shaking
(during the quiet zone — Part 3, Item 4.1.8), the impacted reach of the
conveyance system and the proposed structures will be considered
stable, otherwise, unstable and prone to flow slide and total failure. If
the difference between the calculated deformations of the conveyance
system under the existing conditions and the existing conditions with
the proposed structures are larger than the allowable value for the
conveyance system, appropriate mitigation measures to minimize
potential geotechnical-related impacts to the conveyance system shall be
submitted to Metropolitan for review and approval.

In addition to the design information required herein, if pile foundations
are part of the structural design, a description of the proposed construc-
tion methods shall be submitted, which shall include provisions, as
necessary, for unstable or caving ground conditions, and groundwater.

Dewatering — The following minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis
pertain to dewatering required for development adjacent to the conveyance
system, including temporary construction dewatering. Two areas of concern
associated with dewatering shall be addressed by the geotechnical analysis.



o Effectiveness of dewatering system.

o Dewatering-induced settlement of the conveyance system.

Minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis and supporting
documentation related to dewatering are as follows:

4.5.1

4.5.2

453

4.5.4

The proposed dewatering plan shall be submitted. The plan shall
include a description of the proposed dewatering system, as well as a
drawing showing the layout and location of the system. This drawing
shall be prepared at the same scale as the grading plan and other
applicable development plans, and shall clearly show the locations

of the dewatering systems elements, and the locations and dimensions
of the proposed excavation/features that require the dewatering relative
to the conveyance system.

Transverse cross-sections normal to the conveyance system shall be
prepared at locations where dewatering systems are proposed.
Transverse cross-sections shall be provided as required to illustrate the
location and configuration of the excavation and proposed dewatering
system, and shall show all information previously indicated for
transverse profiles, including scale used, under “Embankments,” Item
4.1.4. The cross-sections shall include the location, depth, and
configuration of the excavation requiring dewatering, and its minimum
horizontal clearance to the conveyance system. The sections shall show
existing grade and proposed finished grade surfaces, subsurface
elevations and conditions, as well as locations of projected field
explorations.

One longitudinal profile along the conveyance system shall be prepared
at the same scale as the grading plan, showing the affected reach of the
conveyance system with Metropolitan Station numbers. The profile
shall illustrate the location and configuration of the excavation and
proposed dewatering system, and shall show all information previously
indicated for the longitudinal transverse profile, including scale used,
under “Embankments,” Item 4.1.3. The profile shall show existing
grade and proposed finished grade surfaces, subsurface elevations and
conditions, as well as locations of projected field explorations.

Calculations supporting the basis for the dewatering plan shall be
submitted. These calculations shall provide the basis for the depth,
diameter, and number of dewatering wells, and shall include the
anticipated drawdown analysis, including the methods, assumptions,
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and parameters used for this determination. The results of the
anticipated drawdown analysis shall be graphically, showing the
projected lowered groundwater surface relative to the conveyance
system using both longitudinal and transverse cross-sections.

4.5.5 The means and methods that will be used to monitor and verify the
dewatering operation shall be provided, including the location of
proposed monitoring wells.

4.5.6 Details shall be provided for all dewatering wells and monitoring
wells used in the dewatering systems. Submitted information shall
include, but not limited to, diameter and depth of wells, pipe size and
slot configuration, and backfill types and configuration.

4.5.7 Analysis shall be conducted to evaluate dewatering-induced settlement
of the affected reach of the conveyance system caused by dewatering
operation, which will depend on the magnitude of the drawdown and the
extent of the cone of depression. The settlement analyses shall be
conducted and presented in accordance with the requirements indicated
under “Embankments,” Item 4.1.6.

Trenchless Utility Installations: The following minimum requirements for
geotechnical analysis pertain to utility lines being installed adjacent and
parallel to, or beneath the conveyance system using trenchless methods of
construction, such as jacked casing, horizontal directional drilling, or micro-
tunneling. Two areas of concerns associated with the installation of utility
lines parallel and adjacent to and beneath the conveyance systems shall be
addressed by the geotechnical analysis:

° Stability of excavation and its effect on stability/settlement
of the conveyance system

o Effect of shoring system on the conveyance system
Minimum requirements for geotechnical analysis and supporting
documentation related to trenchless utility installation adjacent to or beneath
the conveyance systems are as follows:
4.6.1 A description of the proposed methods and equipment to be used for
the installations shall be submitted. The description shall include, but

not limited to, methods, procedures, and construction sequencing or
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4.6.2

4.6.3

4.6.4

underground mining and excavation, underground excavation support,
utility installation within excavation, grouting and backfilling, and
protection and support of adjacent features including the conveyance
system. The description shall also include installation sizes and
dimensions as well as the maximum grout pressure for each foot of
ground cover, the maximum grout pressure, and how the grouting
pressure shall be controlled so as to avoid displacing and squeezing the
ground overlying the jack casing. The proposed methods and
procedures for underground mining and excavation shall be compatible
with the anticipated ground conditions, and shall include appropriate
provisions to maintain and control the stability of the excavation face to
prevent loss of ground in advance of the underground excavation.
Additionally, if the anticipated ground conditions exhibit characteristics
associated with running or flowing ground, a contingency plan to handle
such unstable ground shall be provided.

Plans of the proposed trenchless utility installations shall be submitted
showing the location and configuration of the installation. This drawing
shall be prepared at the same scale as the grading plan and other
applicable development plans, and shall clearly show the locations of
the utility installation, and the locations and dimensions of the proposed
excavations/pits that will be used for the installation relative to the
conveyance system.

Transverse cross-sections normal to the conveyance system shall be
prepared at locations where the trenchless utility installations are
proposed. Transverse cross-sections shall be provided as required to
illustrate the location and configuration of the installation, and shall
show all information previously indicated for transverse profiles,
including scale used, under “Embankments,” Item 4.1.4. The cross-
sections shall include working/receiving pit locations, depths, and the
minimum vertical/horizontal clearances from the conveyance system.

Calculations shall be submitted to support the proposed trenchless
utility installation. These calculations shall include, but not limited
to, structural capacity of all casing and other underground excavation
support elements, and required jacking/tunneling pressures. For the
case of utility installation underneath the conveyance system, analyses
shall be submitted evaluating load transfer from a jacked casing/
directional bore/micro-tunnel via skin friction onto the conveyance
system.

19



3.1

52

4.6.5 Geotechnical analysis requirements previously indicated for shored
excavation/retaining walls shall be submitted for all shored excavations
and shoring systems required in conjunction with the trenchless utility
installation. The required shoring calculations shall also demonstrate
that the proposed shoring system can resist anticipated loads imposed
onto the shoring from jacking or tunneling activities.

4.6.6 If dewatering is required or anticipated as part of the trenchless utility
installation, the analyses requirements indicated under the “Dewatering”
shall be submitted.

Seismic Design Criteria

The following briefly describes Metropolitan’s seismic design criteria shall be
used to evaluate the adverse impacts, if any, of the proposed development on the
structural integrity of the conveyance system.

Metropolitan’s seismic design criteria are in accordance with the IBC 2009.
The criteria entail determining an earthquake magnitude and developing a
horizontal acceleration response spectrum at 5 percent damping. Based on the
IBC 2009, the response spectrum shall be based on both probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis (PSHA) and deterministic seismic hazard analysis (DSHA).
The PSHA results shall represent a seismic event with an average return period
of about 2500 years (2 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years). The
DSHA results shall be based on the median (50 percentile) acceleration from
the controlling fault multiplied by 1.5. The controlling fault and its maximum
considered earthquake (MCE) shall be determined. The maximum considered
earthquake (MCE) shall be the smaller of the probabilistic earthquake (2
percent probability of exceedance in 50 years based on PSHA) and
deterministic earthquake (1.5x median based on DSHA).

For performing the site-specific PSHA and DSHA, at least the three of the
most current appropriate attenuation relationships shall be selected and average
acceleration values shall be used to establish a site-specific response spectrum
at 5 percent damping. The attenuation relationships shall represent the
subsurface condition at the site and the rupture mechanism (style of faulting) of
the controlling fault(s). The DSHA and PSHA acceleration values shall be
compared and the lower ones shall be selected as a design response spectrum at
5 percent damping. Please note that if the proposed development cross or run
parallel and close to the conveyance system with varying distances to the
controlling faults, a site-specific design response spectrum shall be developed
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and submitted to Metropolitan for review and approval for each segment along
the impacted reach of the conveyance system.

At least three horizontal acceleration time histories shall be developed for use
in time-domain nonlinear dynamic analysis for each segment. The design
response spectrum at each segment shall be used as the target for the spectral
adjustment of the selected recorded time histories. The design response
spectrum shall be in accordance with Items 5.1 and 5.2 above. Development of
the acceleration time histories for the project site shall entail the following:

e At least three “seed” time histories shall be selected based on the
earthquake event controlling either PSHA or DSHA shaking conditions at
the site, namely a moment magnitude from the controlling fault and its
closest distance to the site. Other criteria which shall be used as guidance
in the selection of the seed recorded time histories are:

1) the subsurface condition at the recording station shall be similar to
that of the site, and

2) the rupture mechanism (strike-slip, thrust, etc.) shall be similar to
that of the controlling fault for the site.

e The response spectra of the selected three seed time histories shall be
plotted along with the design response spectrum at 5 percent of damping.

e The selected recordings shall be modified in regard to the frequency content
and amplitude so that the resulting response spectra shall generally follow
the spectral shape and amplitudes of the target response spectrum.

e The modified time histories shall be base-line corrected such that at the end
of the earthquake acceleration, velocity, and displacement values shall be
all zero.

e [Each base-line corrected acceleration time history along with its velocity
and displacement time histories shall be plotted separately on one sheet.

e The response spectra of the base-line corrected acceleration time histories

shall be plotted along with the design response spectrum at 5 percent of
damping on one sheet.

Monitoring of Adjacent Conveyance System
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Excavation: When the conveyance system is near a proposed excavation, it shall
be monitored before, during, and after the proposed excavation to document any
vertical and horizontal movements of the conveyance system due to the proposed
excavation. A land surveyor shall monitor the conveyance system at the start and
end of each workday on a daily basis during excavation or installation of shoring
systems. Monitoring shall be performed at the same time(s) everyday that
monitoring is performed. Interpreted survey data shall be made available to
Metropolitan within 12 hours after readings are taken. The frequency of measure-
ments shall be doubled or otherwise modified, as directed by Metropolitan, when
measurements exceed the threshold values specified by Metropolitan’s Pipeline
and Facility Design Team. The land surveyor shall immediately notify
Metropolitan of any reading exceeding the threshold values. If excessive
movement is taking place, the contractor shall modify construction and support
procedures, as approved by Metropolitan, to minimize additional ground or
shoring system displacement.

The results of measurements shall be tabulated. A report shall be prepared to
tabulate the measured displacement levels. The report shall also include
information such as measurement location, date, and depth of excavation. The
highest measured displacement levels at each point and their relationship to the
threshold values shall also be included in the report.

Pile/Sheetpile Driving Operation: When the conveyance system is near a
proposed pile/sheetpile (hereon is called “pile™) driving operation, it shall be
monitored before and during the proposed operation to document any measured
peak particle velocity (ppv) at and close to the conveyance system. The
monitoring system shall be capable of measuring ppv and frequency level as low
as 0.009 in/sec and 0.5 Hz, respectively. The energy transferred to the pile by a
hammer, hammer stroke and blow rate, the pile displacement, and both
compressive and tensile stresses on the pile shall be simultancously measured
during vibration monitoring as a function of time using either a Saximeter or
preferably a Pile Driving Analyzer (PDA). The vibration monitoring system shall
undergo certified laboratory calibration conformance at least once a year. And at
the time of measurement the vibration monitoring system shall have a certificate
that is not expired.

For underground conveyance system (such as pipes, cut-and-cover conduits, and
siphons) a downhole waterproof secismograph (e.g., a downhole three dimensional
seismograph calibrated to measure ground velocities) shall be installed on the
centerline of the conveyance system a maximum of 2 feet above its crown; and
three seismographs shall be deployed and positioned on the existing ground
surface at zero, 5, and 10 feet intervals from the centerline of the conveyance
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system toward the pile being driven. If the conveyance system is at the ground
surface (such as canals or transition structures) two seismographs shall be installed
next to its concrete lining on both sides; and three seismographs shall be deployed
and positioned on the existing ground surface at 5, 10, and 15 feet intervals from
the edge of the canal closes to the pile being driven.

The seismographs shall be placed on a straight line normal to the axis of the
conveyance system coinciding with the centerline of each pile. These
seismographs shall provide ground vibrations at the conveyance system and a few
locations at the ground surface to evaluate attenuation of the ground vibrations
with distance from the source. The seismographs shall provide the ppv along
longitudinal, transverse, and vertical directions of the conveyance system.

When measurements exceed the threshold values specified by Metropolitan, the
person who is responsible for the vibration monitoring and analysis shall
immediately notify Metropolitan of any ppv reading exceeding the threshold
values. If excessive ppv is taking place, the contractor shall modify construction
and support procedures, as approved by Metropolitan, to minimize additional
ground or shoring system displacement.

The results of measurements shall be tabulated. A report shall be prepared to
tabulate the measured vibration levels at the three axes and the associated
frequencies. The report shall also include information such as measurement
location, date, and source of vibration. The highest measured vibration levels for
each axis and their relationship to the threshold values shall also be included in the
report.

Report Requirements

The required geotechnical exploration, testing, and analysis shall be submitted

in a formal report/letter for Metropolitan’s review. The presented geotechnical
information shall be consistent with project plans and specifications. Geotechnical
information submitted shall be signed, stamped and prepared under the
supervision of either a Civil or geotechnical Engineer registered in the State of
California, and when applicable, a Registered Geologist or Engineering Geologist,
registered in the State of California.

Calculations supporting geotechnical design shall be signed and stamped by either
a Civil, Geotechnical, or Structural Engineer registered in the State of California.
All geotechnical parameters used in support of calculations shall be clearly
referenced and substantiated by the performed geotechnical exploration and
testing. Structural calculations do not need to be included as part of submitted
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geotechnical reports, but sufficient documentation shall be provided with the
calculations to identify their purpose and place within a development submittal.

All methods and procedures used for geotechnical analysis, including computer
programs, shall be clearly described, referenced, and documented. All
assumptions and limitations of analyses shall be fully explained. Results
developed by computer programs shall include all input and output data generated,
adequately annotated to fully explain the results.

Geotechnical reports/letters shall be logically organized to convey the required
information, and shall be prepared as stand-alone documents. Geotechnical
reports/letters shall be prepared as concisely as possible, but shall completely
describe the explorations, tests, and analyses conducted. Geotechnical reports
shall also clearly describe the geotechnical site conditions, and shall state the
results of the conducted geotechnical work performed and discuss the potential
geotechnical impacts associated with the proposed development on the
conveyance system. A discussion as to how the proposed development will
impact or not impact the affected conveyance system shall also be included.
Geotechnical reports shall provide recommendations for additional geotechnical
studies or potential mitigation measures to minimize potential geotechnical-related
impacts to the conveyance system, as appropriate for the findings of the
geotechnical work preformed.
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Appendix S Responses fo Comments

This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed
did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

SDU-2-1

This comment describes the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(Metropolitan) request for continued coordination of the project design with
Metropolitan to allow Metropolitan staff to assess the potential for conflicts between
Metropolitan facilities and the MCP project and to resolve those conflicts. Please
refer to Measure U&ES-8 on page 3.5-14 in Section 3.5, Utilities and Emergency
Services, in the Final EIR/EIS, which requires the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) Project Engineer to prepare plans during final design that show
the utility facilities expected to be relocated or protected in place during project
construction.

The RCTC Project Engineer is continuing to coordinate the final plans for the
proposed MCP crossings of Metropolitan’s Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA), Inland
Feeder, and Lakeview Pipeline with Metropolitan to ensure these facilities are
protected in place. Please note that, since the submittal of this comment letter by
Metropolitan in April 2013, RCTC and its geotechnical engineers have continued to
provide detailed engineering analyses to Metropolitan regarding the MCP facilities at
and near Metropolitan facilities. For example, in September 2014, RCTC submitted
the “Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluations Revision 3 Metropolitan Water District
Right-of-Way Colorado River Aqueduct Warren Road to State Route 79 Riverside
County California” (November 4, 2011, Revision No. 3, September 30, 2014) to
Metropolitan. In a letter dated October 28, 2014, Metropolitan noted that the agency
had “...reviewed the third revision of the preliminary geotechnical evaluation report
and the responses prepared by Kleinfelder [RCTC’s geotechnical engineer], and find

' Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.
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it is acceptable to Metropolitan. Please submit any additional geotech evaluation as
part of the final design for our review...” The October 28, 2014, letter is cited in
Chapter 5 and is included in Appendix J in the Final EIR/EIS. The technical report is
listed in the technical studies listed in Appendix H in the Final EIR/EIS.

SDU-2-2

The comment requests that the first sentence in the description for Metropolitan on
page 3.5-8 in Table 3.5.A be modified as follows (changes shown in italics): “The
MCP alignment, at various locations, would be located adjacent to and cross the
Metropolitan CRA, Inland Feeder, and Lakeview Pipeline.” This change was made as
requested in Table 3.5.A in the Final EIR/EIS.

SDU-2-3

The comment states that the project design should ensure that seismically induced
displacement of the CRA, Inland Feeder, and Lakeview Pipeline is minimized or
avoided. The second paragraph in the subsection titled “Liquefaction” on page
3.11-12 in Section 3.11, Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography, in the Final EIR/EIS,
was refined as follows: “Impacts to the facilities and structures under the MCP Build
Alternatives due to liquefaction and seismically induced settlement would be reduced
based on designing the project to be consistent with the recommendations of the
Preliminary Geotechnical Design Report for the Project Report and Environmental
Document, Mid County Parkway Project, Riverside County, California (Kleinfelder,
March 2008) (Preliminary Geotechnical Report). As noted earlier, detailed site-
specific geotechnical investigations would be conducted during final design to refine
the recommendations of the Preliminary Geotechnical Report in order to ensure that
the project is designed and constructed to current highway and structure design
standards to minimize the potential for liquefaction and seismically induced
settlement, as required in Measure GEO-1.”

Refer also to Measure GEO-1 on page 3.11-19 in the Final EIR/EIS that requires the
preparation and implementation of a Final Geotechnical Report, which will focus on
refining the recommendations of the Preliminary Geotechnical Report regarding
potential geotechnical constraints and refining the project design to address those
constraints, including potential seismic impacts. Refer also to Measure U&ES-8 on
page 3.5-14 that requires protection in place of existing utilities during construction.

Based on implementation of the findings of the Final Geotechnical Report and the
“Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluations Revision 3 Metropolitan Water District Right-
of-Way Colorado River Aqueduct Warren Road to State Route 79 Riverside County
California” (November 4, 2011, Revision No. 3, September 30, 2014), and continued
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coordination with Metropolitan, the potential for seismically induced settlement of
the existing Metropolitan pipelines in the vicinity of the MCP project would be
minimized, and as discussed in Section VI, Geology and Soils, on page 4-44 in the
Final EIR/EIS, would be mitigated to below a level of significance under CEQA.

SDU-2-4

The following text was inserted at the end of the discussion of temporary impacts to
the Metropolitan utility facilities in the last row in Table 3.5.A on page 3.5-8 in
Section 3.5, Utilities/Emergency Services, in the Final EIR/EIS: “The design would
also confirm that seismically induced displacement of the CRA, Inland Feeder, and
Lakeview Pipeline is minimized or avoided. Static and seismic analyses of potential
impacts to the CRA, Inland Feeder and Lakeview Pipeline would be performed in
accordance with Metropolitan’s Geotechnical Guidelines.”

SDU-2-5

The analysis in Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, in the Final
EIR/EIS, concluded that construction and operation of the Build Alternatives have the
potential to adversely impact surface water and groundwater quality and that those
impacts would be addressed by BMPs that will be required during project
construction and operations. Specifically, the Storm Water Data Report (SWDR,
October 2011) prepared during the Project Approval/Environmental Document
(PA/ED) phase documented the criteria and selection of BMPs for incorporation in
the Build Alternatives, in accordance with the applicable MS4 permit. If the MCP
facility is accepted as a state highway, Caltrans MS4 permit (Order No. 2012-0011-
DWQ, or more current permit if one is available at the time construction is initiated)
would apply to the project. If the MCP facility is not accepted as a state highway, the
existing Riverside County MS4 permit (Order No. R8-2010-003, or more current
permit if one is available at the time construction is initiated) would apply to the
project.

During final design, the BMPs included in the project will be refined based on the site
conditions and available results of soil testing. No substantial changes to the BMPs
included in the conceptual design are expected as part of those refinements during
final design. The BMPs developed during final design will be documented in the
SWDR prepared during the plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&E) phase. Those
BMPs will be presented to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) as
part of the process to obtain the 401 water quality certification for the MCP.

As discussed in Section 3.10, the Build Alternatives include permanent biofiltration
swales and infiltration basins that will allow treated water from the highway facilities
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to infiltrate the ground, potentially as deep as existing groundwater levels. Because
these treatment BMPs will target constituents of concern from highway surface water
runoff, the Build Alternatives would not adversely impact groundwater.

Although Metropolitan has no jurisdiction over the BMPs for the MCP project
because none of the proposed BMPs would be located on Metropolitan property, the
final SWDR and BMPs included in the MCP project will be provided to Metropolitan
as a courtesy for information purposes.

SDU-2-6

The comment requests that disposition of any cultural material recovered on
Metropolitan property during project construction be curated in a qualified repository
at the expense of the project. Measure CUL-3, on page 3.8-26 in the Final EIR/EIS,
requires that handing of cultural material recovered during project construction,
including material found on Metropolitan property, will follow the agreed-to
protocols detailed in the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO). The MOA is provided in Appendix U, Memorandum of Agreement, in the
Final EIR/EIS.

SDU-2-7

This comment indicates that project plans must be submitted to Metropolitan for
timely review and notes that specific information on the location of existing
Metropolitan facilities was provided in earlier Metropolitan correspondence with
RCTC. That information was provided to the RCTC project design team and was
incorporated in the conceptual design for the MCP Build Alternatives, and is also
included in Table 3.5.A on page 3.5-6 in Section 3.5, Utilities and Emergency
Services, in the Final EIR/EIS. For example, Table 3.5.A cites specific features that
will be incorporated in the project design as requested by Metropolitan. The ifalics in
the following text from Table 3.5.A describe some of those project features:  In areas
where the MCP is running roughly parallel to the CRA, the design would incorporate
elements to ensure that settlement from the roadway embankments is either minimized
or avoided. At the crossing locations, two designs would be utilized. Where the
roadway facilities are near ground level, a protective slab would be built over the
CRA, and the roadway would then be placed on a small fill above the slab. This
would minimize the potential for settlement or for other impacts to the CRA. Where
the roadway facilities are substantially above ground level, structures would be built
to carry the roadway facilities over the CRA. This would occur at Warren Road and
with the connectors at the interchange with SR-79. These structures would have a
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minimal vertical clearance of 22 ft above ground at the CRA, as requested by
Metropolitan for maintenance purposes. Columns for the elevated structures would be
outside Metropolitan’s right of way for the CRA, and the designs of these structures
would be such that settlement or other impacts to the CRA would be minimized or
avoided. The design would also confirm that seismically induced displacement of the
CRA, Inland Feeder, and Lakeview Pipeline is minimized or avoided. Static and
seismic analyses of potential impacts to the CRA, Inland Feeder, and Lakeview
Pipeline would be performed in accordance with Metropolitan’s Geotechnical
Guidelines.” Please also refer to the response to comment SDU-2-1 for discussion of
Measure U&ES-8 that requires coordination with utility providers during final design
of the MCP project. RCTC will continue to coordinate with Metropolitan as the
project design progresses.

This comment letter included several attachments, which provided supporting
information for topics raised in the comment letter, as follows:

Mid County Parkway Study Area, MWD Facilities Overlay (1 page): This figure
shows the locations of Metropolitan facilities along the alignments of the Build

Alternatives. This information was considered in the analyses discussed in

Sections 3.5, Utilities/Emergency Services; 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water
Runoff; and 3.11, Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography, in the Final EIR/EIS. In
addition, as acknowledged in correspondence from Metropolitan, Metropolitan and
RCTC have worked closely during the planning of the Build Alternatives, to avoid or
minimize potential project effects on Metropolitan’s facilities.

December 15, 2004, letter “Notice of Preparation for the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Mid County Parkway Corridor
Project” (4 pages): This letter provides information on Metropolitan’s facilities in the

MCP study area and potential concerns regarding possible effects of the Build
Alternatives on those facilities. As noted above, Sections 3.5, 3.10, and 3.11 in the
Final EIR/EIS considered the effects of the Build Alternatives on those facilities and
facility operations.

May 13, 2005, letter “Mid County Parkway Alignment — Conflicts with MWD
Facilities” (5 pages): This letter provides detailed information regarding potential

conflicts between Metropolitan facilities and the Build Alternatives. That information
was considered in the preliminary designs and ongoing design refinements for the
Build Alternatives and is reflected in the impact analyses in Sections 3.5, 3.10, and
3.11 in the Final EIR/EIS.
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January 8. 20009, letter “Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact

Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Mid County Parkway Project

(7 pages): This letter provided specific comments on a number of topics, which are

addressed as follows in the Final EIR/EIS:

Environmental Issues (comments 1 through 6): These comments raise

concerns regarding effects on Metropolitan lands in the Lake Mathews
MSHCP/NCCP. The Metropolitan comments on the Lake Mathews
MSHCP/NCCP were considered in the 2008 Draft EIR/Draft EIS but
are not applicable to the Modified Build Alternatives because these
alternatives are not located on or near and do not affect any
Metropolitan lands in the Lake Mathews MSHCP/NCCP reserve.

Water Quality Issues (comments 7 through 14): The concerns raised in

these comments were considered in the analyses in Section 3.9,
Hydrology and Floodplains, and Section 3.10, in the Final EIR/EIS.

Facility Issues (comments 15 through 19): The concerns raised in these

comments were considered in the analyses in Sections 3.9, 3.10, and
3.11 in the Final EIR/EIS.

Other Issues (comments 3 and 12): Chapter 5 in the Final EIR/EIS

reflects correspondence from and coordination with Metropolitan
during the environmental process for the Final EIR/EIS.

The January 9, 2009, letter also included the following attachments:

August 31, 2007 (2 pages) and April 18, 2007, letters (5 pages): These
comments include concerns regarding effects on the Metropolitan
Lake Mathews MSHCP/NCCP and facilities. The Metropolitan
comments on the Lake Mathews MSHCP/NCCP were considered in
the 2008 Draft EIR/Draft EIS but are not applicable to the Modified
Build Alternatives because those alternatives are not located on or near
and do not affect any Metropolitan lands in the Lake Mathews
MSHCP/NCCP lands. The concerns in these letters were considered in
the analyses in Sections 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11 in the Final EIR/EIS.

July 31, 2007, letter (11 pages): This letter raises specific issues

regarding potential impacts of Metropolitan facilities as a result of the
MCP and the SR-79 projects. As noted above, the facilities’ concerns
in this letter regarding the MCP were considered in the analyses in
Sections 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11 in the Final EIR/EIS. RCTC has
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coordinated the designs of the SR-79 and MCP projects to minimize
effects on other infrastructure such as Metropolitan’s facilities.

Geotechnical Guidelines (Metropolitan, Revision Date: February 15, 2013, 24 pages):
These are Metropolitan’s geotechnical guidelines for the construction and operation
of projects in the vicinity of Metropolitan facilities. These guidelines were used by
the project engineers in developing the preliminary designs for the MCP Build
Alternatives in the vicinity of Metropolitan facilities.

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation $-323




Appendix S Responses to Comments

This page intentionally left blank

S-324 Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation



egional
onservation

Authority

Western Riverside County
Board of Directors

Marion Ashley
County of Riverside

Vice Chairman
Scott Miller
City of San Jacinio

Kevin Bash
City of Norep

Ben Benoit
City of Wildowar

John Beneit
Conintdy of Riverside

Roger Berg
City of Beawment

Tim Brown
City of Canyon Lake

Maryvann Edwards

City of Temeculn

Debbie Franklin
City of Bonuing

Thomas Fuhrman
City of Menifee

Mike Gardner

City of Riverside |

Jim Flyatt

City of Calinwesa
Kevin Jolfries
Connly of Riverside
Natasha Johnson
City of Lake Elsinore
Verne Lauritzen
City of Jurupa Valley
Shellie Milne

Citiy of Henmet

Jessie Molina

City of Moreno Valley
Eugene Montanez
City of Corona
Harry Ramos

City of Murrieta
Adam Rush

City of Eastvaie

Jelf Stone

County of Riverside
John Tavaglione
County of Riverside
Mark Yarbrough
City of Perris
Executive Staff

Charles Landry
Executive Director

3403 104 Street, Suite 320
Riverside, California 92501
£.0. Box 1667
Riverside, California 92502-1667
Phone: (9513 935-9700

FFax: (951} 955-887
WWWIWIC-TCN, 0TS

April 10, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502

RE: MID COUNTY PARKWAY RECIRCULATED DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

The Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA)
appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Recirculated
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (RDEIR/SDEIS) for the Mid County Parkway Project.

The project proposes to improve a 16 mile route between Interstate 215 and
State Route 79 generally following the existing Ramona Expressway in the
cities of Perris and San Jacinto and in unincorporated Riverside County and
would consist of a access controlled freeway. The RCA is submitting these
comments on the RDEIR/SDEIS pertaining to the implementation and
consistency of the project with the Western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The California Department of
Transportation and the Riverside County Transportation Commission are
both Permittees under the MSHCP and pursuant to the Implementing
Agreement are responsible for ensuring all project approvals are consistent
with the MSHCP goals and policies.

The RCA offers the following comments:

1. Figure 3.17.1 — Please note that areas shown as “San Jacinto
Wildlife Area Additional Acquisition” were acquired in furtherance of
MSHCP as an expansion of Core H and are considered MSHCP
Additional Reserve Lands (ARL) managed by the State. The figure
also doesn't reflect RCA-owned ARL lands to the south in the
Lakeview Mountains.

SDU-3

SDU-3-1



Ms. Cathy Bechtel
Page 2
April 10, 2013

2. Table 3.17.C, Pages 3.17-26 through 30, NC-6 — For the purposes of
MSHCP  Riparian/Riverine mitigation (Determination of Biologically
Equivalent or Superior Preservation, DBESP) impact areas generally include
unvegetated streambed shown in the table as jurisdictional to CDFG in| SDU-3-2
addition to marsh, riparian forest and riparian scrub. In addition the alkali
grassland vegetation is part of the San Jacinto River floodplain riverine
system. Please include these areas in the DBESP for the project.

3. The analysis and measures included addressing wildlife connectivity (Pages
3.17-22 through 25, Appendix |, Attachment E) appropriately recognize the
intended Core and Linkage connections expected under the MSHCP and
how a large roadway can affect wildlife movement directly and indirectly.
The information provided doesn't describe freeway fencing extent (entire
right of way?), type of fencing or wildlife escape routes such as one way
gates. Given the length of the project’s frontage with existing and proposed
conservation land how wildlife movement will be directed to the crossings
and allowed to escape from inside the roadway fencing should be
addressed.

SDU-3-3

4. Page 3.17-11, 3.17-42, TE-2 - The document refers the SKR HCP impacts
to Stephens kangaroo rat (SKR). The MSHCP does not provide take for
SKR with the fee area of the SKR HCP. Take within the SKR HCP is not
automatic for non-member agencies however, the project may be able to
obtain take coverage through an agreement with the SKR HCP implementing
authority, the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Authority (RCHCA).
SKR take within the City of San Jacinto is available from the MSHCP since
the City is not a member of the RCHCA.

SDU-3-4

5. Page 3.17-42, 43 — It would be useful to include a discussion of the impacts
from the Hemet to Corona CETAP corridor expected in the MSHCP (Pgs 7-
40 through 7-45) in relation to impacts shown in Table 3.17.H, and the cell
criteria in the cells that MCP is affecting.

SDU-3-5

6. Page 3.17-47 - Please note that the MSHCP requires replacement of
Public/Quasi Public lands if the loss will affect Reserve Assembly or function. SDU-3-8
We recommend this be addressed in the project's Joint Project Review
package.
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7. Measure NC-3, Nesting Birds — Please include the width of the proposed
buffer for nesting birds, if found. Buffer may have a range depending on the| SPU-3-7
species.

8. AS-2, AS-3 - As noted in the Section 3.20.3.1 suitable burrowing habitat occurs over
large areas of the project’s temporary and permanent foot print and the focused
burrowing owl surveys are not recent. Measures to address possible | SPU-3-8
mitigation options (avoidance, eviction, active relocation) should be included
in the Joint Project Review package. Burrowing owl measures can be
addressed in the form of a DBESP even if impacts are not certain so| spu-3-9
mitigation options are clear and can be relied on over the extended
construction time frame. We also request to be included in any active
relocation of owls prior to construction to assist with the process.

SDU-3-10

We commend the effort undertaken to evaluate the project's consistency with the
MSHCP and the potential impacts to Covered Species and look forward to working with
you on the Joint Project Review and DBESPs.

Sincerely,

ChHarles V. Lan
Executive Directdr

cc: Karin Cleary-Rose, USFWS
Heather Pert, CDFW



Appendix S Responses to Comments

This page intentionally left blank

5-328 Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation



Appendix S Responses to Comments

This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed
did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

SDU-3-1

Figure 3.17.1 on page 3.17-5 in the Final EIR/EIS was updated to show the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area Additional Acquisition as Additional Reserve Lands (ARL) and
Regional Conservation Authority (RCA)-owned ARL lands south of the MCP
alignment in the Lakeview Mountains.

SDU-3-2

This comment requests that alkali grassland vegetation in the San Jacinto River
floodplain be included as riverine areas in the Determination of Biological Equivalent
or Superior Preservation (DBESP). All alkali grassland and crop land in that
floodplain are included in the DBESP. The DBESPs for the MCP project are provided
in the Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014),
provided in Appendix T in this Final EIR/EIS. Please also refer to Section S.5.1,
Master Response Related to the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, on page S-6, for discussion regarding the requirements of the
Western Riverside County MSHCP applicable to the MCP project and how the MCP
project was determined to be consistent with the Western Riverside County MSHCP
regarding alkali grassland and riverine areas. Please refer to Table 4 in the MSHCP
Consistency Determination in Appendix T of this Final EIR/EIS for the acreages of
impacts of Alternative 9 Modified with the STRB DV on riparian and riverine
resources including alkali grassland. Table 3.17.C (page 3.17-20 in the Final
EIR/EIS) was updated to be consistent with the data in the MSHCP Consistency
Determination.

' Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.
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SDU-3-3

This comment notes the extents and types of fencing or wildlife escape routes that
should be addressed to show how wildlife movement will be directed to wildlife
crossings and allowed to escape from inside the fenced road areas. The subsection
titled “Wildlife Corridors/Habitat Fragmentation,” starting on page 3.17-24 in
Section 3.17.1, Affected Environment, in the Final EIR/EIS, was revised to include
the following text regarding jump-outs and fencing, as previously included on

page 3.17-79 in the 2008 Draft EIR/EIS: “These [wildlife crossing] features have
been sized appropriately, sited at appropriate distances to convey wildlife, and the
intermediary areas will be fenced with wildlife jump-outs to direct wildlife to the
crossing structures.” Fencing that will be included in the MCP project is described in
Section 4.7, “Section 6.1.4 Compliance -Urban-Wildlands Interface Guidelines” in
the MCP MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (provided in Appendix T
of this Final EIR/EIS). Specifically, permanent fencing will be installed along the
right-of-way limits for the entire length of the MCP project, including areas adjacent
to the Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Areas. The fencing will
minimize unauthorized public access, domestic animal predation, illegal trespass, or
dumping in the Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Areas and other
land uses adjacent to the MCP facility. As discussed in the MSHCP Consistency
Determination, RCTC will submit the final design fencing plan to the RCA and
Wildlife Agencies prior to construction.

Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.8.2, “Section 7.5.2-Guidelines for
Construction of Wildlife Crossings™ in the MSHCP Consistency Determination, jump
outs and one-way gates will be installed along the segment of the MCP facility road
in the vicinity of Crossing No. 10 to allow wildlife to get off the road should they
somehow gain access to that area. Figures 23a and 23b in the MSHCP Consistency
Determination depict the conceptual design of the fencing plans at dry culverts
designed to be used as wildlife crossings. During final design, RCTC will submit the
fencing plan for the MCP project in the vicinity of the Extension of Existing Core 4
and the Proposed Constrained Linkage 20 to the RCA and Wildlife Agencies for

review and approval.

Please also refer to Section S.5.1, Master Response Related to the Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, on page S-6, for discussion
regarding the requirements of the Western Riverside County MSHCP applicable to
the MCP project and how the MCP project was determined to be consistent with the
Western Riverside County MSHCP, including wildlife features included in the MCP
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project. Please also refer to Section 4.8.2, Section 7.5.2 — Guidelines for Construction
of Wildlife Crossings, and Figures 23a and 23b, in the Mid County Parkway MSHCP
Consistency Determination including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or
Superior Preservation Analysis in Appendix T in this Final EIR/EIS which discuss
fencing along the MCP facility, specifically at wildlife crossings.

As discussed in the response to checklist question d, in Section IV, Biological
Resources, on page 4-28 in Chapter 4.0, California Environmental Quality Act
Evaluation, in this Final EIR/EIS, the effects of the Build Alternatives related to
wildlife movement and wildlife corridors were determined to be less than significant
under CEQA.

SDU-3-4

This comment clarifies the take coverage for Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR) and the
relationship with the SKR Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). Please refer to Section
S.5.2, Master Response Related to the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat, on page S-39, for
discussion regarding the project effects on the SKR and how the potential take of
SKR under the Build Alternatives has been addressed.

The last sentence of the third paragraph in the subsection titled “Habitat Conservation
Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat” on page 3.17-8 in the Final EIR/EIS was
revised to read: “The MCP project is within the Habitat Conservation Plan for the
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat fee area, but outside of the core reserves, and therefore,
would qualify to obtain take coverage through payment of fees without having to
secure an individual permit. However, public works projects, such as roads, are
exempt from fee payment.”

The text in the end of the second paragraph in the subsection titled “Habitat
Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat” on page 3.17-55 in the Final
EIR/EIS, was revised to read: “Additionally, construction of transportation
improvement projects is identified as a covered activity in the Habitat Conservation
Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat. Therefore, the MCP project is consistent with
the Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat and its associated
implementing agreement and permit.”

Measure TE-2 on page 3.21-21 in the Final EIR/EIS was also revised as follows:

Measure TE-2 Prior to the start of construction, the RCTC Project Manager
will ensure “take” is authorized for areas of disturbance to
occupied habitat of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat through
implementation of the measures described in the DBESP for
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riparian-alkaline communities in the San Jacinto River
floodplain included in the MSHCP Consistency Determination
Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation Analysis provided in Appendix T.

SDU-3-5

Section 3.17.3.1, Permanent Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS was updated to include
discussion of impacts from the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Community and
Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) corridor that were
expected in the Western Riverside County MSHCP in relation to impacts shown in
Table 3.17.H in Section 3.17.3.1.

SDU-3-6

This comment recommends replacement of Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) Lands if the
loss of those lands will affect Reserve Assembly or function. As discussed in Section
3.3, Impacts to PQP Lands, in the MSHCP Consistency Determination Including
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis
(September 2014) provided in Appendix T of this Final EIR/EIS, there are no
permanent impacts to PQP lands as a result of the MCP project. Temporary impacts
(expected to take less than 6 months) associated with the bridge construction over the
PQP Lands at the Perris Valley Storm Drain will not affect the conservation value of
these PQP Lands. No equivalency analysis for PQP loss is required for the project
because there will be no permanent loss of conservation value to PQP Lands.

SDU-3-7

This comment requests identification of the width of the proposed buffer for nesting

birds, if found. A 300-foot (ft) wide buffer has been committed to for the MCP

project, consistent with RCTC’s recent commitment in the Biological Opinion for

the State Route 91 (SR-91) Corridor Improvement Project. Measure NC-3 on

page 3.17-63 in the Final EIR/EIS was revised to read as follows (changes are shown

in italics):

“NC-3 Nesting Birds. To avoid effects to raptors and nesting birds, the RCTC
Project Engineer will require the Construction Contractor to conduct any
native or exotic vegetation removal or tree trimming activities outside of
the nesting bird season (i.e., February 15 to September 15).

In the event that vegetation clearing is necessary during the nesting
season (1.e., March 1-September 15), the RCTC Resident Engineer will
require the Construction Contractor to have the Project Biologist
conduct a preconstruction survey within a 300-foot buffer of project
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activities to identify the locations of listed and nonlisted bird and raptor
nests within 3 days of the commencement of construction activities. In
addition, if any trees are scheduled to be removed between January 15
and February 15, a preconstruction raptor specific survey would be
required prior to removal of any trees. Should nesting birds be found,
the RCTC Resident Engineer will require the Construction Contractor to
establish @ 300-foot exclusionary buffer around the nest developed in
consultation among the RCTC Resident Engineer, the RCTC Contract
Biologist, the Construction Contractor, and the Project Biologist. This
300-foot exclusionary buffer will be clearly marked in the field by
construction personnel under guidance of the Project Biologist, and
construction or clearing will not be conducted within this buffer zone
until the Project Biologist determines that the young have fledged or the
nest is no longer active.”

SDU-3-8

The recommendation that the Joint Project Review (JPR) package include measures,
such as avoidance, eviction, and active relocation, to address possible mitigation
options for suitable burrowing owl habitat has been addressed in Section 4.6,
Burrowing Owl, in the Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination
Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation
Analysis, which is provided in Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS. Those measures
include focused preconstruction surveys to update the existing surveys to verify the
presence/absence of burrowing owl east of the Perris Valley Storm Drain.

SDU-3-9

This comment notes that that burrowing owl measures can be addressed in the form
of a DBESP even if impacts are not certain, and that mitigation options are clear and
can be relied on over the extended construction time frame. As suggested, burrowing
owl measures are addressed in the Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency
Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation Analysis provided in Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS. Please also refer
to Section S.5.1, Master Response Related to the Western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan, on page S-6, for discussion regarding the
requirements of the Western Riverside County MSHCP applicable to the MCP
project and how the MCP project was determined to be consistent with the Western
Riverside County MSHCP regarding the burrowing owl, including measures
identified to address the potential project effects on the owl.
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SDU-3-10

Measure AS-3 on page 3.20-13 in the Final EIR/EIS was revised to read as follows:

“AS-3

Burrowing Owl Relocation/Translocation Plan. If burrowing owls
are identified during the preconstruction surveys (required in Measure
AS-4) and cannot be avoided between 60 and 90 days prior to any
ground-disturbing activities, the RCTC Project Manager and Project
Biologist will prepare a Burrowing Owl Relocation/Translocation
Plan. The RCTC Project Manager and the Project Biologist will
submit the Plan to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) and the Regional Conservation Authority for approval prior
to any ground disturbing activities. The Plan will include, but not be
limited to, the following:

» Passive and, if needed, active relocation of BUOW by a qualified
avian biologist.

« Passive relocation activities to exclude BUOW from burrows and
to provide artificial burrows elsewhere; BUOW will be passively
evicted only during the non-breeding season (September 1 to
January 31).

o Active relocation to capture BUOW from original burrows that
would be destroyed by construction activity, take them to a new
site well removed from the original site, and release them into a
new burrow; BUOW will be captured and moved during the non-
breeding season or early in the breeding season but just prior to
egg-laying (i.e., late January or early February).

» Capture and banding of BUOW for identification and monitoring.

« BUOW will be captured at least 1 week prior to passive or active
relocation activities.

« Passive and active relocation sites will be selected and finalized in
consultation with the RCA and the Wildlife Agencies.

» Passive and active relocation of owls to the identified relocation
sites.

» Monitoring will be conducted prior to, during, and after passive or
active relocation efforts.

« Habitat and artificial nest burrow management activities will be
conducted at least once annually to maintain conditions that
support BUOW.

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation



Appendix S Responses to Comments

Data collection and reporting to the RCA and the Wildlife
Agencies regarding the results of presence/absence surveys,
nest/burrow locations, locations to which the BUOW were moved,
capture and banding data, date and time passively relocated owls
were excluded from original burrows or actively relocated owls
were released into field enclosures, date field enclosures were
removed, nest burrow monitoring visits, burrow habitat
characteristics, reproductive success information from nest visits,
artificial nest burrow installation and maintenance activities and
outcomes, habitat management activities and outcomes, and results
of burrow inspections using the infrared video scope.

A description of passive relocation techniques;

Methodology for monitoring and inspection of occupied and
potentially suitable burrows;

Description of monitoring frequency to confirm owls have vacated
occupied burrows within the MCP project footprint;

Requirement that any relocation and translocation will occur
outside of the breeding season; and

Requirement that sites proposed for burrowing owl translocation
sites will be identified and created in coordination with the wildlife
agencies to establish new colonies.

During all site preparation, disturbance, grading, and construction
activities in burrowing owl habitat, the RCTC Resident Engineer will
require the Construction Contractor to implement the provisions in the
Burrowing Owl Relocation/Translocation Plan. The RCTC Project
Biologist will monitor the Construction Contractor’s compliance with
the provision of that Plan.
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South Coast o
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

E-mailed: April 11,2013 April 11, 2013
cbechtel@rctc.org

Ms. Cathy Bechtel
RETC

P.O. Box 12008
Riverside, CA 92502

Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Mid County Parkway Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the above mentioned document. The SCAQMD staff is concerned that the Draft
EIR provides an air quality analysis for the proposed project that is not adequate to determine
potential air quality impacts pursuant to SCAQMD Guidance and CEQA Guidelines. As a
result, the air quality impacts may be understated in the Draft EIR and potentially significant
impacts may not have been disclosed to the public.

There are several areas in which the Draft EIR has not addressed the potential for air quality
impacts. These include the project’s regional construction air quality impacts, climate change
impacts, and growth inducing impacts, and the lack of quantification of mitigation measure
effectiveness. Because of the technical inadequacies of the Draft EIR the SCAQMD staff
recommends that the lead agency revise the air quality analysis based on the comments contained
within this letter.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, we request that the lead agency provide the
SCAQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the
final EIR. Additional detailed comments on this project are attached to this letter. Should you
have any questions, please contact Dan Garcia at (909) 396-3304.

Sincerely,

S VT Thk

[an MacMillan
Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment
IM:DG

RVC130124-02
Control Number

(909) 396-2000 » www.agmd.gov S D U-4
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Ms. Cathy Bechtel 2 April 11,2013

1,

Construction Emissions Analysis

The peak daily construction emissions presented in Table 3.14W of the Draft EIR
demonstrate significant NOx emissions impacts from the project in comparison to SCAQMD
regional thresholds; however, the lead agency determined that the proposed project will have
insignificant impacts from construction related activities. Specifically, the lead agency
concluded that the project’s construction emissions would be less than significant as a result
of the project’s construction activity combined with the implementation of air quality
measures AQ-1 through AQ-5. However, the lead agency did not quantify the effectiveness
of the air quality measures or substantiate why its strategy to reduce construction emissions
results in insignificant air quality impacts. Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends that the
lead agency provide a revised air quality analysis that quantifies the effectiveness of the
project’s air quality measures (AQ-1 through AQ-5) and uses the SCAQMD’s construction
emissions thresholds to make a significance determination.’

Further, given that construction activity for the project may result in a temporary increase of
traffic congestion (as stated on page 3.14-41 of the Draft EIR) the SCAQMD staff
recommends that the lead agency’s revised analysis account for any emissions increase
resulting from this congestion in the construction emissions analysis. Also, the lead agency’s
revised emissions analysis should reflect the most current version of RoadMod 7.1.1.

Climate Change Impacts

On page 62 of the Air Quality Appendix of the Draft EIR, the lead agency states, “... it is
RCTC’s determination, that in the absence of regulatory or scientific information related to
greenhouse gas emissions and CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a
determination of the project’s direct impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to
climate change.” Based on Section 15064 and 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines the
SCAQMD staff disagrees with this conclusion. Specifically, SCAQMD staff refers the lead
agency to Section 15064.4(a) that states, “The determination of the significance of
greenhouse gas emissions calls for careful judgment by the lead agency consistent with the
provisions in 15064.” Section 15064(g) of the CEQA Guidelines provides further
clarification on the inadequacy of the GHG determination mentioned above by stating «...If
there is disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts over the significance of an
effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall treat the effect as significant and shall
prepare an EIR.” Therefore, SCAQMD staff requests that since the lead agency is unable to
determine if GHG emissions are significant it should revise the project’s greenhouse gas
emissions analysis to include a determination of significance, and consider all feasible
mitigation measures to reduce this impact.

Growth Inducing Impacts

On page 14 of the Air Quality Appendix for the Draft EIR the lead agency concludes that the
project will not have any growth inducing effects. Specifically, the lead agency states that
implementation of the project was included and analyzed in the Riverside County General
Plan and therefore would not result in unplanned growth. However, the lead agency does not
provide any quantitative information or analyses to ensure insignificant growth inducing
impacts from the project. Therefore, the lead agency should clarify how the future traffic
volumes were determined (2020 horizon year and 2040 build-out year) and demonstrate how
these volumes are consistent with the adopted general plan. Any growth inducing impacts \

! http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/hdbk.html

SDU-4-3

SDU-4-4

SDU-4-5
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from potential project alternatives should be analyzed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126
(d) prior to approving the Final EIR. SDU-4-5
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SDU-4-1

This comment summarizes the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) concerns regarding the adequacy of the air quality analyses provided in
the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Please refer to the responses to
comments SDU-4-3 through SDU-4-5, below, for the responses to the individual
SCAQMD comments regarding those concerns. Please note that topics raised in these
comments were addressed in the “Recirculated Sections of Chapter 4.0 (111, Air
Quality; VII, Greenhouse Gases; 4.5, Climate Change; and Table 4.5)” which was
circulated for public review in January 2014. That revised material is included in
Sections III, VII, and 4.5, and Table 4.5 in Chapter 4.0, California Environmental
Quality Act Evaluation, in this Final EIR/EIS. The additional analyses in Chapter 4.0
are based on the use of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Checklist questions to determine significant effects under CEQA. As a result, the
analyses provided in the “Recirculated Sections of Chapter 4.0 (III, Air Quality; VII,
Greenhouse Gases; 4.5, Climate Change; and Table 4.5)” are discussed only in
Chapter 4.0 in this Final EIR/EIS and are not discussed in Section 3.14, Air Quality,
in this Final EIR/EIS. Ultimately, RCTC has fully analyzed all potential air quality
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the MCP project.

SDU-4-2

Consistent with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, written
responses to the SCAQMD comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS were provided to the SCAQMD no less than 10 days prior to consideration
of the Final EIR by the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC).

SDU-4-3

The air quality analyses provided in Section 3.14, Air Quality, in the Recirculated
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, were prepared using the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)-adopted protocols and guidance (Standard Environmental
Reference July 2011) because the MCP project may become a state highway after
construction (refer to page 1-1 in the Final EIR/EIS).

The following was provided in the fifth paragraph in the subsection titled “Build
Alternatives” on page 3.6-54 in Section 3.6, Transportation and Traffic/Pedestrian
and Bicycle Facilities, in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS:

“Where roadway closures are proposed, alternative routes of travel
will be designated. Where lane closures are required for
construction, the hours of operation of the lane closures will be
outside of peak travel times to avoid substantial delays to travelers.”




Appendix S Responses to Comments

Emission hot-spots occur along roadway links and adjacent to intersections during
morning and evening rush hours. By avoiding closing the local roadways during peak
traffic hours and maintaining an acceptable level of traffic flow throughout the
transportation system during construction (in compliance with Measure TR-1), the
construction activities would not result in an increase in local emissions due to traffic
congestion. This is because, as discussed on page 3.14-19 in the Final EIR/EIS, the
background CO concentrations are lower at the MCP study area intersections than for
the intersections in the attainment plan, the project is not expected to result in any
concentrations exceeding the 1-hour or 8-hour CO standards.

The comment also requests that the lead agency update the construction emissions
using Version 7.1.1 of the Roadway Construction Emissions Model (RoadMod). As
discussed in Section III.B in Chapter 4.0 of this Final EIR/EIS, the construction
emissions were estimated for the project using the SMAQMD Road Construction
Emissions Model, Version 7.1.4, a model approved for use within the South Coast
Air Basin by the SCAQMD. Construction-related emissions are presented in

Table 4.III.A in Chapter 4.0 in this Final EIR/EIS. The construction emissions listed
in Table 3.14.W in this Final EIR/EIS were calculated using Version 6.3.2 of the
SMAQMD Road Construction Emissions Model. Therefore, the emissions listed in
Tables 3.14.W and 4.II1. A do not match. This is because the analysis in Section 3.14
is based on the air quality models accepted by FHWA and Caltrans for analysis under
NEPA, while Version 7.1.4 of the SMAMQD’s Road Construction Emissions Model
was used by RCTC for analysis under CEQA.

Table 4.III.A Maximum Project Construction Emissions before Mitigation (Ibs/day)

Project Phases ROGs CO NOx Total PM;, | Total PM,5
Grubbing/Land Clearing 16.9 87.8 173.0 157.6 38.0
Grading/Excavation 34.9 172:5 396.9 167.8 46.9
Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 16.4 92.5 147.1 157.9 38.3
Paving 8.3 67.9 67.6 3.7 3.3
Maximum (lbs/day) 34.9 L1725 396.9 167.8 46.9
SCAQMD Thresholds
(Ibs/day) 75 550 100 150 55

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. (January 2014).

CO = carbon monoxide

Ibs/day = pounds per day

NOy = oxides of nitrogen

PM, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size
PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
ROGs = reactive organic gases

SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District
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As shown in Table 4.1II.A, the NOy and PM;, emissions during construction would
exceed the SCAQMD thresholds. These short-term impacts during construction of the
MCP Build Alternatives and their design variations would be adverse and potentially
significant under CEQA. The total PM;q and PM 5 emissions listed in Table 4.111.A
include the reductions in fugitive dust based on implementation of the standard
SCAQMD construction measures.

Implementing Measure AQ-1 (provided in Section 3.14 in the Final EIR/EIS) would
further reduce the fugitive dust emissions. By restricting construction activities and
requiring that newer construction equipment be used on site, Measure AQ-2
(provided in Section 3.14 in the Final EIR/EIS) would reduce the stationary and
mobile source emissions to below those listed in Table 4.III.A. Table 4.II1.B in this
Final EIR/EIS lists the construction emissions after implementing Mitigation
Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2. Under Measure AQ-2, all off-road construction equipment
with a rated horsepower (hp) exceeding 75 hp would be required to meet or exceed
the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Tier 3 off-road diesel
engine standards. Because there are no Tier 3 standards, all equipment under 75 hp
would be required to meet the Tier 2 standards. At this time, it is unknown where
electricity from power poles can be used to replace diesel generators or when solar-
powered message signs can be used. Therefore, the emissions listed in Table 4.111.B
do not take credit for these requirements of Mitigation Measure AQ-2. EPA’s Tiers 2
and 3 off-road diesel engine standards do not affect the results of the SMAQMD
Road Construction Emissions Model for CO. Therefore, the CO emissions in Tables
4.1I1.A and 4.1I1.B are the same. As shown in Table 4.111.B, the construction
emissions would continue to exceed the SCAQMD’s NO, and PM;,. Therefore, the
short-term construction emissions would result in a significant unavoidable impact
after mitigation under CEQA as discussed in Chapter 4, California Environmental
Quality Act Evaluation, in this Final EIR/EIS.

The additional analyses conducted under CEQA concluded that the Build Alternatives
would result in significant unavoidable long-term adverse air quality impacts and
would generate GHG emissions that may have a significant effect on the environment
under CEQA and would affect the ability of the State to meet with the emission
reduction goals defined in Assembly Bill 32 by 2020.




Table 4.IILLB Maximum Project Construction Emissions after Mitigation (Ibs/day)

Project Phases ROGs CcO NOy Total PM,;, Yol
PM; 5
Grubbing/Land Clearing 57 87.8 101.8 155.4 36.1
Grading/Excavation 11.9 1725 259.9 162.3 41.8
Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 6.3 92.5 107.4 156.5 37.0
Paving 4.0 67.9 65.0 4.6 4.1
Maximum (Ilbs/day) 11.9 172.5 259.9 162.3 41.8
SCAQMD Thresholds (Ibs/day) 75 550 100 150 55

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. (January 2014).

CO = carbon monoxide

lbs/day = pounds per day

NOx = oxides of nitrogen

PM, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size
PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
ROGs = reactive organic gases

SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District

SDU-4-4

The SCAQMD and Caltrans have not established significance thresholds for
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for transportation facilities. Therefore, based on the
CEQA Guidelines, RCTC has determined that the MCP Build Alternatives and their
design variations would result in significant adverse effects related to GHG emissions
if they:

a) Generate GHG gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment; and/or

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHG.

The potential effects of the MCP project related to GHG and climate change were
reevaluated in Section 4.5 of the “Recirculated Sections of Chapter 4.0.” Table 4.5.C
from that section (now included in Chapter 4.0 in this Final EIR/EIS) lists the total
increase in GHG emissions that would be generated by each Build Alternative
between 2020 and 2040, the years for which traffic data are available and the project
is expected to be operational. The annual emissions were calculated by multiplying
the daily increase in CO; emissions by 365. As shown in Table 4.5.C, over a 20-year
period (20 years is the minimum pavement design life per Topic 612 in the Caltrans
Highway Design Manual, 2012), the Build Alternatives would add 1,263,293 to
1,542,003 metric tons of CO; to the project region, depending on the Build
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Table 4.5.C Total Increase in Regional CO2 Emissions (Metric Tons) between 2020 and 2040

2 Percent of GHG
Operational e
g . Emissions
Emissions Construction iy
e Total Emissions Generated by
(On-road Emissions
Vehicles) AroRaad
Alternative Vehicles

Alt 4 Modified 1,344,285 26,251 1,364,536 98.5%
Alt 5 Modified 1,263,293 19,497 1,282,789 98.5%
Alt 9 Modified 1,542,003 17,910 1,559,913 98.9%

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. (January 2014).
Alt = Alternative

CO, = carbon dioxide

GHG = greenhouse gas

Alternative. When added to the 17,910 metric tons of CO, that would be generated
during construction of the preferred alternative (Alternative 9 Modified with the
SJRB DV), it is estimated that the MCP project would generate up to 1,559,913
metric tons of CO; in the project area over the 20-year period.

By reducing unnecessary idling, maintaining construction equipment, using newer
Tier 2 and Tier 3 off-road equipment, and using solar power or electricity from power
poles, Measures AQ-2 and AQ-3, in Section 3.14.4 of the Final EIR/EIS, would
reduce the GHG emissions generated by the on-site construction equipment.
However, as shown in Table 4.5.C, 98 to 99 percent of the emissions of the Build
Alternatives would be generated by operational emissions from on-road vehicles.
Therefore, these mitigation measures would not measurably reduce the emissions
listed in Table 4.5.C. In summary, the MCP Build Alternatives would result in a
significant unavoidable adverse impact due to generation of GHG emissions.

SDU-4-5

The Traffic Technical Report (2012) provides a detailed description of the
methodology used to determine the 2020 and 2040 traffic forecasts for the MCP
project. Pages 2-5 and 2-6 in that report describe the methodology to develop the
2020 traffic forecasts, and page 4-1 describes the methodology used to develop the
2040 traffic forecasts. In summary, the traffic forecasts for both study years were
based on the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) regional
transportation model, which incorporates land use forecasts from the adopted
Riverside County General Plan and the adopted General Plans of the incorporated
cities in Riverside County. The traffic forecasts were determined using the Riverside
Traffic Analysis Model (RIVTAM), which is a version of the SCAG regional
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transportation model refined for more detailed analysis in Riverside County.
Additional refinements were made to the land uses in the traffic forecasting model
based on discussions with the area local jurisdictions, but control totals were
maintained for local subareas within Riverside County, based on guidance from
SCAG. As aresult, because the traffic forecasts for the MCP project are based on the
adopted land use plans for Riverside County and the incorporated cities in the
County, the MCP project is not considered to be growth-inducing.

Refer also to Section 3.2, Growth, starting on page 3.2-1 in the Final EIR/EIS, for
additional analysis regarding the potential for the MCP project to result in growth-
inducing impacts. The potential for growth-related effects from the MCP project is
discussed on page 3.2-14 in Section 3.2 which states: “In areas where MCP
Alternatives do not follow the CETAP Corridor alignment in the Riverside County
General Plan Circulation Element or local General Plan Circulation Elements, there
would be unplanned growth-related effects. Any intensification of currently planned
land uses would require the approval of the local agency with land use jurisdiction.
Areas previously planned for growth in coordination with the planning of the Hemet
to Corona/Lake Elsinore CETAP Corridor and areas compatible with existing General
Plan land use designations would be less likely to experience unplanned growth
effects.” Potential growth-related effects to resources of concern from any potential
unplanned growth are discussed in the subsection titled “Resources of Concern for
Growth-Related Effects” starting on page 3.2-14 in the Final EIR/EIS.
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S.6.6 Interested Parties Comments and Responses
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ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE IP-1

DEDICATED TO ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION AND SUSTAINABLE LAND USE

February 15, 2013

ViA US. AND ELECTONIC MAIL DNECEY B

i }
Ms. Cathy Bechtel iﬂ_ MAR 07 2043 U
Riverside County Transportation Commission S
P.O. Box 12008 e RIVERSIDE COYNTY
Riverside, CA 92502 RANSPORTATION N#MMJSSiON

RE: Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) for
the Mid County Parkway (MCP)

Dear Ms Bechtel:

The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to comment
on this project. As you know, EHL served on the Advisory Committees for the
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) and
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP).

As a major east-west corridor, the MCP was an integral part of CETAP and
MSHCP planning. Indeed, it was one of the “covered” infrastructure projects whose
anticipated benefit from streamlined permitting supported the eventual adoption of the
MSHCP. As a conservation group, we believe that, as a complex project with numerous
impacts to endangered and otherwise sensitive species, major effects on wildlife
movement, and cumulative and growth inducing impacts, the MCP’s environmental
review and mitigation is most meaningfully undertaken using the regional and habitat-
based framework of the MSHCP. And as a supporter of the MSHCP, EHL expects the
anticipated benefits of “tiering” and species coverage to be expeditiously realized in
exchange for plan compliance.

The biological section of the RDEIR/SDEIS is thorough and appropriately
focuses on MSHCP conformance. However, we suggest that the details of MSHCP
conformance be made available at the earliest point prior to certification, so that there
may be an opportunity for public review and comment.

Our main concern it that RCTC coordinate early and effectively with the Western IP-1-1
Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife. This should be approached as a
partnership endeavor, with good faith exploration of options and adoption of creative
ways to advance environmental benefits and project objectives. Please let me know if
EHL can assist in this process.

3424 SANTA MONICA BLVD, SUITE A 592, LOS ANGELES, CA 90069-4267 ¢  WWW.EHLEAGULORG 4 PHONE 213.804.2750




[ am also copying this letter to the Boaid of Supervisors and the Chair and Vice

Chair of the RCA Board, simply to note that the MSHCP is doing its job as a framework
for the permitting of regional infrastructure and that our collective continued commitment
to successful assembly of the MSCHP reserve is essential.

CC:

Yours truly,

Dan Silver
Executive Director

Regional Conservation Authority

Riverside County Transportation Department
US Fish and Wildlife Service

California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

Board of Supervisors
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This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed, and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed
did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

IP-1-1

This comment suggests that details of the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) conformance be made available at the earliest point
prior to certification of the Final EIR for an opportunity for public review and
comment and for the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) to
coordinate early and effectively with the Western Riverside County Regional
Conservation Authority (RCA), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) as a
partnership endeavor, in order to advance environmental benefits and project

objectives.

RCTC appreciates the acknowledgment of the focus on the Western Riverside County
MSHCP consistency and has been working with the RCA, USFWS, and CDFW at
Small Working Group meetings (now the Resource Agency Coordination meetings)
throughout the environmental process for the MCP project. The wildlife agencies’
concurrence on the Joint Project Review (JPR) process is provided in the Mid County
Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014), provided in
Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS. Prior to formal submittal of the JPR for review by
the RCA and the wildlife agencies, RCTC met informally with the RCA, USFWS,
and CDFW on June 20, 2013, and September 19, 2013, to review the proposed
Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservations (DBESPs) and
mitigation strategies necessary to support a Western Riverside County MSHCP
Consistency Determination for the MCP project.

' Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not

provided.
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The 14-day review period of the JPR and 60-day review period of the DBESPs by the
wildlife agencies is a requirement of the Western Riverside County MSHCP and is
not a public review period under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Please also refer to the responses
to comments IP-6-32 and IP-6-33 regarding the adequacy of the information in the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS regarding Western Riverside County
MSHCP compliance for the purposes of satisfying the requirements of CEQA and
NEPA.
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IP-2

From: Cathy Bechtel

Sent: Friday, February 22, 2013 1:33 PM

To: Jonathan Evans'

Cc: 'George Hague'; 'Aruna Prabhala’

Subject: RE: Mid County Parkway DEIR/DEIS Comment Deadline

Dear Mr. Evans,

Thank you for the clarification regarding Mr. Hague asking for the Reports on behalf of both the Sierra Club and the
Center for Biological Diversity. We were not told that the Technical Reparts were being abtained on behalf of both
arganizations. | wanted to make sure you received the information you desired.

On Friday, February 15 Mr. Hague did request and receive from Caltrans CD’s of the Traffic Technical Report and the Air
Quality Report. On Monday, February 18 Mr. Hague emailed me a request far a copy of the Existing plus Project Traffic
Analysis Memo dated April 2012, That was provided to him on Tuesday, February 19 (our offices were closed in

observance of President’s Day on february 18). On Thursday, February 21 Mr. Hague emailed a request for the Natural
Environmental Study (NES) and the Supplemental NES, Both of those were made available to him that same afterngon.

Hard copies of the Technical Reports have been publicly available at RCTC, Caltrans, and the Moreno Valley, Perris and
San Jacinto Public Libraries since the start of the public circulation period (January 25, 2013).

Pursuant to your request, and although not: legally required, the Technical Studies identified in Appendix H are being
foaded on te the project website this.afterncon. Itis 3 process that will take many hours to complete. | suggest you
check the website {www.midcountyparlway.ore) this evening or tomorrow to view the reports.

Sincerely,

Cathy Bechtel

Project Development Director

Riverside County Transportation Commissien
P.O. Box 12008, Riverside 92502

(951) 787-7141

From: Jonathan Evans [mailto:jevans@biclogicaldiversity.ora]

Sent: Friday, February 22, 2013 12;14 P™

To; Cathy Bechtel

Cc: 'George Hague'; ‘Aruna Prabhala’

Subject: RE: Mid County Parkway DEIR/DEIS Comment Deadline

1

IP-2-1



Dear Ms. Bechtel,

Thank you for your reply.

Mr. George Hague requested those studies in person on behalf of the Sierra Club and Genter for Biological Diversity. |
believe he was able to obtain some, but not all of the studies, at a substantial out of pocket cost for obtaining and
delivering those studies. We have yet to receive all of the Appendix H studies via Mr. Hague. If all of the Appendix H
studies have been provided to Mr. Hague who will provide copies for us then that will fulfill our request.

| think this further fllustrates the need for an extension of the comment period in order to review and comment on the
material once we have received it.

I will also provide an email to Ms. Petry at Caltrans requesting an extension of ime.
Best regards,

Jonathan

From: Cathy Bechtel [mailto:CBechtel@RCTC.org]
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2013 5:24 PM

To: Jonathan Evans
Subject: RE: Mid County Parkway DEIR/DEIS Comment Deadline

Dear Mr. Evans,
We are in receipt of your request for an extension of the comment period. A response on that issue is forthcoming.

! do, however, want to note that RCTC has not received a request from the Center for Biological Diversity for copies of
any studies refated to the Mid County Parkway. Was that sent via mail or email? Would you please resend your request

so we may provide you with the information you desire.

Thank you.

Cathy Bechtel

Project Development Director

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.0. Box 12008, Riverside 92502

(951) 787-7141

Frem: Jonathan Evans [mailto:jevans@biologicaldiversity.orgl
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2013 4:22 PM

Te: Cathy Bechtel

Subject: Mid County Parkway DEIR/DEIS Comment Deadline

Dear Ms. Bechtel,

The Center for Biological Diversity respectfully requests a 30 day extension of the comment period for the Draft
Environmental Impact Repoit and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS) for the Mid County Parkway. This
request is made primarily based on the incomplete status of documentation provided in the DEIR/DEIS, but is also
requested due to the size and scope of the DEIR/DEIS itself,

While we appreciate the County's work to male the DEIR/DEIS available online we note that many of the technical
studies upon which the DEIR/DEIS relies were not provided. Specifically over 25 studies relied upon in the DEIR/DEIS
were not provided in the DEIR/DELS Appendices, but are listed in Appendix H. Please note that the California Supreme

2
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Court has frowned upon such an approach when the information in an EIR has not been “presented in a manner
calculated to adequately inform the public and decision makers, who may not be previously familiar with the details of the
project.” Vineyard Area Cilizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova, 40 Cal. 4th 412, 442 (Cal. 2007)
(finding the EIR failed to good faith reasoned analysis when studies and information was not incorporated into the EIR).

We have requested copies of the studies in Appendix H, but have not received them in our office as of yet and request
adequate time to review those studies in order to make informed comments. We would further respectiully request that
the County make those documents available online for all interested members of the public.

We would also like to note that the scale of this EIR/EIS is better served by a longer comment period. The public should
have more time to fully address the issues and concerns in this voluminous analysis.

Thank you in advance for your consideration and [ look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Evans

Staif Attorney

Center for Biclogical Diversity
351 California St., Ste. 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
work- (415) 436-9682 x318
cell- {213) 598-1466
www.biologicaldiversity.org

This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney worlk product for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly
prohibited. If you are not ihe intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies.
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This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed, and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed
did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

IP-2-1
This email summarizes a response to this commenter’s request for the technical
studies in support of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. As noted in
the email, hard copies of the technical reports were available for review at the
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans) offices, and at the Moreno Valley, Perris, and San
Jacinto Public Libraries during the public review period for the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS starting on January 25, 2013. In addition, at the request
of this commenter on February 21, 2013, the technical studies were made available
via the RCTC website on February 22, 2013. In addition, as with any public
document, RCTC can provide copies to requesting parties upon receipt of a formal
request pursuant to the California Public Records Act.

IP-2-2

The review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was
originally January 25, 2013, to March 11, 2013. The end of the public review period
was extended from March 11, 2013, to April 11, 2013, in early March 2013. All
parties on the distribution list in Chapter 7, Distribution List, in the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, received the “Public Notice - Notice of Extension of
Public Review and Comment Period for the Mid County Parkway Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement”
distributed in early March 2013. In addition, information regarding the availability of
the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was provided in a Notice of
Availability published in arca newspapers and the Federal Register and an email blast

' Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.
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from RCTC. Refer to Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, in the Final EIR/EIS
for additional discussion of the public review period for, and the availability of, the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.
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From: Cathy Bechtel <CBechtel@RCTC.org>
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2013 1:37 PM E P—3
To: Sue Nash

Subject: RE: Mid County Parkway DEIR/DEIS Comment Deadline

Dear Ms. Nash,
We are in receipt of your request for an extension of the comment period. A response on that issue is forthcoming.

[ wanted to et you know that hard copies of the Technical Reports have been publicly available at RCTC, Caltrans, and
the Moreno Valley, Perris and 5an Jacinto Public Libraries since the start of the public circulation period (January 25,
2013).

Pursuant to your request, and although not iegally required, the Technical Studies identified in Appendix H are being
loaded on to the project website this afternoon. It is a process that will take many hours to complete, | suggest you
check the website (www.midcountyparkway.org) this evening or tomorrow to view the reports.

Sincerely,

Cathy Bechtel

Project Development Director

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.0. Box 12008, Riverside 92502

{951) 787-7141

From: Sue Nash [mailto:snash22@earthlink.net
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2013 5:38 PM

To: Cathy Bechtel
Subject: Mid County Parkway DEIR/DEIS Comment Deadline

Dear Ms. Bechtel,

The Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley attended the open house meeting last night and i
spoke to you about several concerns we had regarding the cutting off of Davis Road at the Mid  1P-3-1
County Parkway (MCP). The maps you showed us indicate the MCP will block the only public accesls

to the San Jacinto Wildlife Area [Davis Road].

The Friends respectfully requests, for this and other reasons, a 30 day extension of the comment |
period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement IP-3-2
(DEIR/DEIS) for the Mid County Parkway. This request is primarily based on the incomplete status ¢f
documentation provided in the DEIR/DEIS, but is also requested due to the size and scope of the
DEIR/DEIS itself.

In addition, many of the Technical studies upon which the DEIR/DEIS relies were not provided. Ove
25 studies relied upon in the DEIR/DEIS were not provided in the DEIR/Appendixes, but are listed in
Appendix H. The California Supreme Court has frowned upon such an approach when the IP-3-3
information in an EIR has not been “presented in a manner calculated to adequately inform the \!/

1



public and decision makers, who may not previously familiar with the details of the

project.” Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40
Cal. 4™ 412, 442, (finding the EIR failed to provide a good faith reasoned analysis when studies and
information was not incorporated into the EIR).

We respectfully request the County make those documents available onfine for all interested P-3-3
members of the public.

The scale of this EIR/EIS is better served by a longer comment period. The public should have more
time to fully address the issues and concerns in this voluminous analysis.

Thank you in advance for your consideration and I look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

Susan Nash, President
Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley

Susan Nash

P.O. Box 4036
Idyllwild CA 92549
909-228-6710 (cell)
951-659-2718 (home)
snash22 @earthlink.net
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This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise

specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA. Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not

bracketed, and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.

However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this

comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed

did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.

IP-3-1

1

During construction of the MCP project, access to Davis Road and the San Jacinto

Wildlife Area would be maintained. If temporary road closures are necessary on

Ramona Expressway, detours would be provided to ensure that visitors can access the

San Jacinto Wildlife Area during those temporary road closures. As discussed in
Section 3.6.3.1, Permanent Impacts, the MCP project would permanently modify
access between Ramona Expressway and the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. Measure
TR-2, starting on page 3.6-59 in the Final EIR/EIS, would apply if at the time the
construction of the MCP in this area is initiated, an east/west road connecting

Reservoir Road to Davis Road consistent with the Riverside County General Plan has

not been built by others:

TR-2 Local Road Access. If at the time the construction of the MCP project
in the vicinity of Davis Road and Hansen Road (along the Ramona
Expressway) in this area is initiated, the east/west road connecting Reservoir
Road to Davis Road has not been built by others, the MCP project would be
responsible for providing access to Davis Road so that no area is left without
access during the construction and operation of the MCP project. Although it
is expected that planned local circulation elements in this area would be
environmentally cleared, designed, and constructed by others prior to the
initiation of the MCP construction in this area, if that is not the case, then the
environmental clearance, design, and construction of improvements needed to
maintain access to Davis Road would be conducted by RCTC as part of the

I Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed

as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not

provided.
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final design and initiation of construction along the MCP project along that
segment of Ramona Expressway.

In addition, Measure TR-1, starting on page 3.6-56, addresses temporary impacts to
traffic during project construction. Measure TR-1 requires the preparation of a
Transportation Management Plan (TMP) during final design and implementation of
the TMP prior to and during construction.

The MCP Build Alternatives would not result in long-term traffic circulation or
access impacts on the San Jacinto Wildlife Area because access to this area would be
maintained in the long term during project operations. The MCP Build Alternatives
would result in the permanent removal of the connection of Davis Road and Hansen
Avenue to Ramona Expressway because Ramona Expressway in this area would be
replaced by the four- to six-lane MCP roadway with controlled access limited to
interchanges only. The proposed access point for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area would
be via the service interchange at Reservoir Road. This would not result in long-term
traffic impacts because although access from Ramona Expressway to Davis Road, or
Hansen Road to Davis Road, would no longer be provided, access to the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area would be available via Reservoir Road, crossing over the MCP (from
the south side to the north side), or by exiting the MCP at Reservoir Road and
proceeding north to an east/west road connecting to Davis Road. The cast/west road
may be an extension of Marvin Road or some other cast/west road constructed as the
area is built out according to the adopted Riverside County General Plan Land Use
and Circulation Elements. If at the time construction of the MCP in this area is
initiated, the east/west road connecting that Reservoir Road to Davis Road has not
been built by others, the MCP project would be responsible for providing access to
Davis Road so that no area is left without access during the MCP construction and
operation. That commitment is documented in Measure TR-2 provided on

page 3.6-59 in the Final EIR/EIS.

IP-3-2

The review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was
originally January 25, 2013, to March 11, 2013. The end of the public review period
was extended from March 11, 2013, to April 11, 2013, in early March 2013. All
parties on the distribution list in Chapter 7, Distribution List, in the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, received the “Public Notice - Notice of Extension of
Public Review and Comment Period for the Mid County Parkway Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement”
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distributed in early March 2013. In addition, information regarding the availability of
the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was provided in a Notice of
Availability published in areca newspapers and the federal Register and an email blast
from the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC). Refer to Chapter 5,
Comments and Coordination, in the Final EIR/EIS for additional discussion of the
public review period for, and the availability of, the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS.

This comment also requests an extension of the public review period for the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS based on “...the incomplete status of
the documentation provided in the DEIR/DEIS...” The Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS provides detailed analyses and documentation of the
potential effects of the MCP Modified Build Alternatives consistent with the
requirements of both CEQA and NEPA. Because this comment did not specify what
the “...incomplete status of the documentation provided in the DEIR/DEIS...” is, it
was not possible to respond to that part of this comment. Please note that the
following comment (IP-3-3) notes that copies of the technical studies were not
provided with the EIR/EIS. Please refer to the response to comment IP-3-3 regarding
the availability of those reports during the public review period.

IP-3-3

As noted in the email response to this comment, the technical reports were available
for review at the RCTC and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
offices as noted in Appendix H, List of Technical Studies, and at the Moreno Valley,
Perris, and San Jacinto Public Libraries. In addition, at the request of this commenter
and other commenters, the technical studies were also made available on the Mid
County Parkway website. No further response is necessary.
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Inland Empire Waterlqeeper

A 7 . T . Lot
Advevaey © Fiweation ® Rosiovation # fakorrenonl

Phone (714) 850-1965
Fax {714) 850-1592
Website www.iewaterkeeper.org

March 1, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 12008

Riverside, CA 92502

RE: Mid County Parkway Project

Dear Ms. Cathy Bechtel:

Inland Empire Waterkeeper (“Waterkeeper”) is an environmental, non-profit organization
dedicated to advocacy, education, restoration, and enforcement in the Santa Ana River
watershed. Waterkeeper’s members use and enjoy the unique waterways of the Inland Empire
and rely on our region’s groundwater on an everyday basis. For these reasons, we have been
following the Mid County Parkway Project (“Project”) and have focused our attention on the
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Revised Draft Section 4(F) Evaluation (“Draft EIR™).

The Draft EIR is deficient because it fails to provide the public with an adequate description of
the full environmental impacts of the Project and fails to fully address means of mitigating such
adverse effects. First, more information is necessary to provide the public with an adequate
understanding of the reasoning behind confining the environmental impact assessment to the
selected study area. Second, the Project and its Build Alternatives will adversely impact the
surrounding wetland areas, and the conceptual mitigation plan fails to adequately describe
mitigation steps that will maintain the functional value of the impacted wetland areas. Third,
storm water runoff from the Project is likely to contain pollutants that will contribute to the
existing impairment of water bodies in the San Jacinto River watershed, and the Draft EIR fails
to adequately analyze the feasibility of best management practices (“BMPs™) to mitigate such
impairment. Finally, the Riverside County Transportation Commission (“RCTC™) and the
Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”) should consider the cumulative environmental
impact of all development projects in the San Jacinto River watershed.

The following are Waterkeeper’s principal comments on the Draft EIR. Waterkeeper and our
members strongly encourage RCTC and FHWA to consider these issues and amend the Draft

6876 Indiana Avenue, Suite D E P “4
Riverside, CA 92506

IP-4-1

|P-4-2

IP-4-3

|P-4-4



EIR to better comply with environmental regulations and provide for the ongoing health of the
San Jacinto River watershed.

L. The Basis for Selection of the Project’s Study Area is Unclear.

The study area for the Project covers a significantly smaller area north of the Project than south
of the Project.’ While the northern border of the study area closely follows the northern edge of
the right-of-way (“ROW?), the southern border of the study area was drawn significantly further
south of the southern edge of the ROW.? As a result, the study area includes land south of the
Project that has been slated for commercial and residential development, but does not include
Lake Perris and significant wetland areas in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (“SJWA”), both of
which are immediately adjacent to the Project. We are concerned that this discrepancy may
affect the assessment of the Project’s environmental impact on the surrounding region and give
greater weight to development concerns, rather than focusing on the totality of positive and
negative impacts caused by the Project. We request that RCTC provide information describing
the study area selection process and methodology.

I1. The Modified Build Alternatives will Result in Permanent Impacts to
Sensitive Wetland Areas for Which the Conceptual Mitigation Plan Fails
to Adequately Address.

Found throughout the United States, wetlands are unique ecological features that serve not only
as habitats for the plants and animals within their discrete borders, but also as transitional
habitats between uplands and aquatic systems. They play a crucial role in the hydrologic regimes
they belong to, providing for protection of upland areas from storm damage and erosion, and
regulating flow of water and pollutants into their adjacent water bodies.’ Over time, however,
wetland area in the United States has significantly diminished as the result of filling for
development purposes. California alone has lost 90% of its wetland area over the last century,

Recognizing this drastic loss, as well as the important role wetlands play in the health of our
waters and our communities who depend on those waters, both California and the United States
have “zero net loss” requirements for wetlands use and preservation.* A zero net loss
requirement prohibits fill of wetlands without a minimum one-to-one replacement of filled arca.’

VU.S. Dep’t Transp. Fed. Highway Admin., Cal. Dep’t Transp., and Riverside Cnty. Transp. Comm’n, Mid Cnty.
Parkway Recirculated Draft Envtl. Impact Rep./Supplemental Draft Envtl. Impact Statement and Revised Draft
Section 4(F) Evaluation, Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project, Figure 1.1.1, available at
http://midcountyparkway.org/uploads/rdeir-sdeis-rdsdfe_voll chapter-1 proposed-project.pdf [hereinafier Draft
EIR].
*rd.
*40 C.F.R. § 230.41.
* See “Wetlands,” USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Topics page, available at
hitp:/fwww.nres.usda.gov/wps/portal/nres/main/national/water/wetlands/; “California Wetlands Policies and
Programs,” California Natural Resources Agency Wetlands Information System page, available at
http {/ceres.ca.goviwetiands/introduction/policies _and_programs.html.

540 C.E.R. § 230.93(D(1).
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The requirement also mandates that the minimum replacement ratio be increased when the
replacement land will not be able to restore the full functional value of the filled wetlands.®
Determining functional value and setting mitigation ratios requires considering all of the
following:
[H]abitat requirements of important species, habitat loss or conversion trends,
sources of watershed impairment . . . current development trends . . . requirements
of other regulatory and non-regulatory programs that affect the watershed . . .
[and] protection and maintenance of terrestrial resources, such as non-wetland
riparian areas and uplands, when those resources contribute to or improve the
overall ecological functioning of aquatic resources in the watershed.”
In sum, the functional value should be determined by assessing “the suite of functions typically
provided by the affected aquatic resource” and setting compensation requirements according to
those assessments.®

Although the zero net loss requirement provides for wetland protection and mitigation through
replacement, the requirement at its base demands that all practicable steps be taken to avoid
adverse impacts to United States waters.” Practicable steps are those that are “available and
capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in
light of overall project purposes.' Mitigation is allowable when adverse impacts are
unavoidable."’

The Project and its alignment alternatives impact wetlands through fill or other impacts resulting
from Project construction and use at two general locations: (1) where the Project crosses the San
Jacinto River just west of Lake Perris; and (2) where the Project merges with State Route 79
(“SR-79™), approaching and crossing the San Jacinto River just south of Gilman Springs Road.!?
The Draft EIR includes a mitigation plan to account for the impacts caused by the Project, but for
the following reasons, Waterkeeper finds that the mitigation plan inadequately compensates for
the loss in functional value of impacted wetlands and fails to fully comply with applicable
wetlands regulations.

A Where the Project Crosses the San Jacinto River just west of Lake Perris,
an Avoidance Alignment Could Provide for Preservation of Wetlands
Habitat,

The Project’s ]i‘)roposed alignment requires acquiring 3.4 acres of land within the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area.” This area is wetland habitat that was established as mitigation property and

540 C.F.R. § 230.93()(2).

740 C.E.R. § 230.93(c)(2)(i).

¥ Id. Further guidance and factors for consideration are contained within the entirety of 40 C.F.R. § 230.93 and its
parent sections.

40 C.F.R. § 230.91(c)(2).

" 1d,

" Dralt EIR, supra note 1, at Appendix M, Figure 3.
" Id. at Appendix B, Section 7.4.2.
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serves as a buffer zone for the rest of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area that extends to the north of / \

this parcel.'* Buffer zones, though perhaps less ecologically healthy than the areas which they
border, serve a crucial function in preventing encroachment upon ecologically thriving habitats
and ensuring that these areas do not degrade to lower levels of health. Additionally, this
particular area was chosen as mitigation property in part because it provides habitat for the
Stephen’s kangaroo rat, which has established burrows there. We, as well as the California
Department of Fish and Game, believe that the proposed alignment’s use of the buffer zone will
adversely affect the entirety of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area due to the loss of the buffer zone
and its habitat.'

The Draft EIR discusses a Southern Avoidance Alternative to the proposed Project alignment
that would not require use of the buffer zone. This alignment moves the relevant pOI’thH of the
Project about 250 feet south, affecting about 1.6 miles of the Project.'® Despite the minor change
and low cost needed to avoid affecting sensitive habitat, the Draft EIR explains that this change
would adversely affect the surrounding area by using more area protected by the Western
Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (“MSHCP™), would require use of
farmland, and require [and used by a culturally 51gn1ﬁcant milling station, though this site is not
listed or eligible for listing on the National Register.'” However, the Draft EIR also indicates that
the existing Villages of Lakeview Specific Plan (¢ Specaﬁc Plan ") sites residential development
on this same farmIand, MSHCP land, and milling station.'® It thus concludes that the Southern
Avoidance Alternative is not feasible because it would require altering the layout of the
residential development in the adopted Specific Plan and would not result in the establishment of
mitigation properties, as would be required should the STWA land be acquired."”

This conclusion is not supported by the no net loss requirement which advocates for avoiding use
of wetlands unless it is unfeasible to do so. The Draft EIR indicates that the Southern Avoidance
Alternative is feasible by all measures, but relies on the fact that the mitigation property would
provide a net benefit to the area and thus the proposed alignments are superior to the avoidance
alternative.’® The mitigation property, however, would not fulfill the same functions as the
existing buffer zone and loss of this zone would threaten degradation healthy areas of the STWA,
potentially diminishing the effect of the benefits conferred by the mitigation property.
Additionally, disruption of a potential development within a Specific Plan is not a consideration
under 23 C.F.R. § 774.17, which looks only at existing communities.

Waterkeeper recommends that MCTC reconsider the Souther Avoidance Alternative.

" Id. at Appendix B, Attachment B, February 2012 Emails between CDFG and RCTC.
15
Id.
% 1d_at Appendix B, Section 7.4
17
Id.
'® Id at Appendix B, Figure 7.6
" Id. at Appendix B, Table 7.7
** Id. at Appendix B, Section 7.6.2
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B. Where the Project Crosses the San Jacinto River just West of Lake Perris.
the Proposed Mitigation Measures Cannot Ensure that the Functional
Value of the Impacted Wetlands will be Maintained.

Should MCTC not decide to adopt the Southern Avoidance Alternative, Waterkeeper
recommends that MCTC be required to take further mitigation steps to ensure the functional
value of the impacted wetlands be maintained. Although the Draft EIR indicates that the 3.4
acres of acquired STWA land will be replaced with 6.8 acres of habitat elsewhere in the STWA,
Waterkeeper advocates for the 3:1 mitigation ratio requested by CDFG.*' Further, the
Conceptual Mitigation Plan (“CMP”) lacks specificity as to how mitigation and restoration of
full functional value will be achieved.?? The CMP lists the sections that will be covered in a later
iteration of the mitigation plan, to be completed “as the project moves closer to implementation,”
but does not give an idea of what particular mitigation methods will be used. Examples of such
methods are given throughout the CMP, but none of these are singled out for implementation or
preference. Lastly, the CMP does not indicate that monitoring requirements will be discussed in
the detailed mitigation plan, although this is required per 40 C.F.R. § 230.94 and 33 C.F.R. §
332.4.

Waterkeeper recommends that MCTC prepare a mitigation plan that indicates the specific steps
and methods that will be used to ensure adequate mitigation occurs under the no net loss
requirement. We also recommend reconsidering the mitigation ratio as it is likely too low to
compensate for the lost functional value of the SIWA buffer zone wetland habitat.

C. Where the Project Merges with SR 79 and Approaches and Crosses the
San Jacinto River just South of Gilman Springs Road., the Proposed
Mitigation Measures Cannot Ensure Compliance with EPA Compensatory
Mitigation Requirements.

The CMP indicates both temporary and permanent impacts to wetland habitats.” It also indicates
that wetland impacts at the San Jose River crossing along SR 79 will occur in conjunction with
impacts to the same area caused by a separate SR 79 realignment project.”® Consequently, the
CMP does not account for impacts that are “wholly attributable” to that project.?> The CMP does
not go on to specify, however, what impacts the MCP Project itself will have on the area, instead
combining the acreage of affected wetlands along SR 79 with the total acreage of affected
wetlands along the entire Project. Waterkeeper is concerned that RCTC has not adequately
explored the impacts to wetland habitats along SR 79 because they believe these will undergo
mitigation measures under the SR 79 realigniment project. Waterkeeper recommends that when
preparing the detailed mitigation plan, RCTC should ensure that the effects to wetlands along SR
79 caused by this Project are accounted for and appropriately mitigated. We also recommend that

' Jd_ at Appendix B, Attachment B, October 27 Email from Jeff Brandt, CDFG.
2 Id at Appendix P

* Id. at Table A

# I,

P
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in setting mitigation requirements, RCTC consider the cumulative effects to these wetland areas

caused by both this Project and the SR 79 realighment project. While impacts under each may be IP-4-9
insignificant, the cumulative impact of both projects may significantly and adversely affect these

sensitive wetland habitats.

I11. The Proposed Best Management Practices Cannot Ensure that the Project
Will Not Contribute to Existing Pollutant Impaired of Water Bodies on the
Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List.

The Clean Water Act (“CWA?”) “makes the addition of pollutants to waters of the United States .
.. unlawful unless the discharge is incompliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit.”?® The CWA specifically “requires permits for discharges of storm
water from industrial/construction and municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s).”*” All
Caltrans rights of way are covered by the Caltrans’ MS4 permit.?® The MS4 requires storm water
dischargers to meet CWA required water quality standards through compliance with low impact
development requirements. In order to comply with the MS4, Caltrans developed the Statewide
Storm Water Management Plan (“SWMP”), which outlines selection and implementation of
BMPs.*”” BMPs must be “designed and implemented to reduce the discharge of pollutants . . . to
the ‘maximum extent practicable’ (MEP), and to control the discharge of pollutants from
regulated construction projects by employing ‘best conventional technology’ (BCT) and ‘best
available technology® (BAT).”*

The Project is located within the San Jacinto River watershed and will drain to various
hydrologic areas within the San Jacinto Valley Hydrologic Unit, which include tributaries to
other bodies of water beyond the immediate area surrounding the Project.’' Some of these
hydrologic areas contain waters included on the Clean Water Act’s 303(d) list of impaired | !P-4-10
waters.”* The Draft EIR states that compliance with the SWMP will ensure that the Project will
not have an adverse environmental impact on the water quality of the surrounding hydrologic
areas.” For the following reasons, we strongly recommend further analysis of the proposed
BMPs.

* Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1311(a) {2012); Draft EIR, supra note 1, at 3.10-1.

" Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p) (2012); Draft EIR, supra note 1, at 3.10-1.

* Draft EIR, supra note 1, at 3.10-3; National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit for Storm Water
Discharges from the State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Properties, Facilities, and
Activities (Order No. 99-06, NPDES No. CAS000003).

*Id at3.10-4.

* Cal. Dep’t Transp., CTSW-RT-02-008, Statewide Storm Water Management Plan, page 3- (May 2003),
available al http:/fwww.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/stormwater/pdf/swmp_may2003 final.pdf [hetreinafter SWMP].
*! Draft BIR, supra note 1, at 3.10-6.

 fd. at 3.10-14.

* Id at3.10-39.
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A Infiltration basins.

Infiltration is the preferred method for runoff treatment. However, infiltration basins require
large areas of space and have strict soil requirements. Furthermore, the basins’ infiltrative
capacity is reduced if they are not preceded by presettling basins for removal of sediment
particles.** The Draft EIR states that between 36 and 41 infiltration basins are proposed for the
modified Build Alternatives as a BMP that will prevent contribution to existing impairment of
the impaired water bodies affected by the Project. The Draft EIR does not, however, fully assess
the feasibility of implementation of the BMP.

The MS4 Permit establishes pretreatment-of-runoff-prior-to-infiltration requirements with which
the Draft EIR’s proposed infiltration basins must be consistent.”” The Draft EIR does not propose
a method for removal of sediment particles prior to infiltration. Sediments and solids are
pollutants of concern associated with highway projects.’® If infiltration basins are implemented,
presettling basins must also be implemented in order for the Project to comply with the MS4
Permit. If presettling basins are not implemented, the infiltrative capacity of the basins will be
reduced and cannot be found to ensure that the Project will not contribute to the existing | 1P-4-11
pollutant impairment of affected impaired water bodies.

The Draft EIR does not specify how the basin infiltration locations were selected or how the
basins will be designed to best comply with the recommended 72-hour drawdown rate, the
groundwater separation constraints, and the overflow control requirements.’” Furthermore, the
Draft EIR does not propose to determine the suitability of the soil conditions until final design.
Without these specifications and determinations, the Draft EIR is an inadequate assessment of
the feasibility of the proposed infiltration basin BMP.

Even if current soil conditions at the proposed infiltration basin sites are determined
inappropriate for implementation of infiltration basins, soil amendments should be considered as
a method of restoring the soil to an appropriate condition. Soil amendments include compost and
other organic material that help minimize adverse effects of storm water runoff by acting as a
filtration medium for the treatment of highway runoff.*® Compost is especially suitable for
treatment of highway runoff because it “has a high cation exchange capacity (CEC) that

V

> Wash. State Dep’t Transp., M 3(-16.03, Highway Runoff Manual, page 5-4 (Nov. 2011), available at
http://www. wsdot.wa.gov/publications/manuals/fulltext/M3 1 - 16/HighwayRunoff.pdf [hereinafter WA HRM]
(discussing guidelines for implementation of stormwater management techniques in areas with climate conditions
similar to the Inland Empire).

%% Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board, Riverside County Water Quality Management Plan, Exhibit D
Transportation Project Guidance, page 3-6 (Oct. 2012) available at

http:/fwrww. waterboards.ca.gov/rwycb8/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/repermit/wqmp/final/EXHIBITD-
Tranportation_Project_Guidance.pdf [hereinafter WQMP].

1.8, Dep’t Transp. Fed. Highway Admin., Cal. Dep’t Transp., and Riverside Cnty. Transp. Comm’n, Mid County
Parkway Revised Water Quality Assessment Report, page iv, (Aug. 2011), available at
http:/midcountyparkway.org/uploads/rdeir-sdeis-rdsdfe_technical-report-26.pdf [hereinafter MCP WQAR].

T WQMP, supra at note 35.

¥ WA HRM, supra note 34, at 5-195-5-197.
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chemically traps dissolved heavy metals. . . . Oils, grease, and floatables are also removed from
stormwater as it is filtered through the compost.”®® RCTC should consider the use of soil
amendments in conjunction with infiltration basins in order to improve soil permeability and
treatment of highway runoff.

B. Detention Basins.

In areas where infiltration is not feasible, runoff detention must be implemented.*® The Draft EIR
proposes the implementation of detention basins if the soil conditions are found to be
inappropriate for infiltration as a result of infiltration testing at final design. Although the
detention basins are proposed as a substitute BMP if infiltration basins cannot be implemented,
the Draft EIR does not include sufficient details to support a conclusion that detention basins
would be a feasible alternative to the infiltration basins.

Infiltration basins remove a wider range of pollutants than detention basins.* Pathogens,
dissolved metals, nitrogen, and phosphorous are pollutants of concern in highway runoff.** Each
of these pollutants can be removed by infiltration basins, but not by detention basins placed in
areas without adequate soil infiltration capacity.*® If infiltration testing results determine soil
conditions are inadequate for implementation of infiltration basins, the Draft EIR does not
discuss how the substitution of detention basins will be sufficient to prevent runoff from
contributing to existing pollutant impaired of the affected impaired water bodies. Tables 3.10E-J
in Chapter 3.10 of the Draft EIR compare existing pollutant loading and concentration to
anticipated pollutant loading and concentration of developed conditions with BMPs. However,
the tables do not provide the anticipated loading and concentration of developed conditions with
infiltration basins implemented as compared to developed conditions with detention basins
implemented. Infiltration basins’ potential to remove a broader range of highway runoff
pollutants than detention basins can affect the anticipated loading and concentration figures
provided in these tables. As a result, it is not clear whether the proposed BMPs will prevent the
Project from contributing to existing pollutant impairment of affected water bodies.

In addition, the Draft EIR does not specify the expected drawdown rate of the detention basins,
nor does it discuss the means by which the basins will control discharge in the event of overflow.
If detention basins are implemented, because they do not treat storm water runoff, discharge
from detention basins should be filtered through a system such as a sand filter.** This will better
prevent runoff from the Project from contributing to surrounding water bodies’ existing pollutant
impairment. We believe further research into the feasibility of detention basins is warranted.

* Id at 5-196.

 1d at 5-177.

' Draft EIR, supra note 1, at 3.10-27; MCP WQAR, supra note 15 at 31.
42 [d

B 1

WA HRM, supra note 34, at 6A-39.
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C. Bioswales.

Biofiltration swales are designed to remove suspended solids from runoff. However, they are not
recommended for construction-stage runoff unless methods of presettling are used as well.¥ If
bioswales are implemented during the construction stage of the Project, presettling methods must
be required and incorporated into the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan’s BMPs, as
mentioned on page 3.10-39 of the Draft EIR. Bioswales also require soil conditions that allow
for infiltration.”® Because soil conditions have an impact on the effectiveness of bioswales, the
proposed location for the bioswales should be tested for soil permeability.

D. Maintenance of BMPs.

In order for BMPs to maintain long-term effectiveness, various maintenance requirements must
be met.*’ The Draft EIR states that BMPs will be maintained through the project’s compliance
with the Storm Water Management Plan. The Draft EIR does not, however, discuss the funding
that will be acquired in order to ensure continued maintenance of BMPs or how landscaping,
plans will accommodate the irrigation needs of the biofiltration BMP. Over time, the
permeability of soil decreases, which significantly impacts the effectiveness of infiltration basins
and bioswales. The health of the bioswale vegetation must be monitored, infiltration and
detention basins must be inspected for problems such as damage or blockage caused by debris,
and sediment buildup must frequently be removed from presettling basins.*® Without a
comprehensive maintenance plan, the feasibility of the proposed BMPs is unclear.

V. The Cumulative Impact of All the Projects Occurting in the San Jacinto
River Watershed Must be Considered,

The Project is only one of numerous development projects occurring throughout the San Jacinto
River watershed. Currently, plans are under way to make improvements to three other regional
thoroughfares: Cajalco Road, I-215, and SR-79. There are also plans to site the large-scalc World
Logistics Center off I-60 to receive shipments from coastal ports. Lastly, the General Plan Land
Use Designations indicate future commercial and residential developments south of the Project.*’
All these developments surround the STWA and will inevitably result in increased construction
and traffic, cumulatively detracting from water quality and wetland health in the STWA, the San
Jacinto River watershed, and the surrounding region. We strongly urge the RCTC to take the
cumulative impact of these development projects into account in assessing the need for the
Project, as required by the Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental
Quality Act.

* 1d at 5-54.

% WQMP, supra at note 35.

Y 1d. at 3-7.

EMCP WQAR, supra note 36, at 5-225-3-237,

*® Draft EIR, supra note 1, at Appendix B, Figure 7.4.
*14 C.C.R. § 15130.
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In conclusion, while we do not oppose the Project, Waterkeeper has concluded that the Draft
EIR’s assessment must be expanded to adequately analyze the environmental impacts to the San
Jacinto River watershed and to adequately explore mitigation methods. The Project affects vast
wetland areas and numerous bodies of water, some of which are already impaired by pellutants.
To preserve the health of the region and the benefits provided by these environmental resources,
RCTC must develop a more comprehensive risk analysis and mitigation plan before the final
version of the Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is
issued.

We look forward to working with you and will continue to follow the Mid County Parkway
Project. If you have any questions regarding our position, please do not hesitate to contact me at
(714) 850-1965 or at colin@coastkeeper.org.

Sincerely,

Colin Kelly

Staff Attorney
Inland Empire Waterkeeper
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Appendix S Responses to Comments

This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed, and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed

did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.'

IP-4-1

This comment summarizes Inland Empire Waterkeeper (Waterkeeper) concerns
regarding the description of the full environmental effects of the project, mitigation,
and the selected project study area. Please refer to the responses to comments IP-4-4
through IP-4-9, below, for the responses to the individual Waterkeeper comments
regarding those concerns.

1P-4-2

This comment summarizes Waterkeeper concemns regarding wetlands and the
Conceptual Mitigation Plan, which was provided in Appendix P in the Recirculated
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Please note that the Conceptual Mitigation Plan
has been replaced in Appendix P in this Final EIR/EIS with the Habitat Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for USACE Jurisdictional Waters.

Please refer to the responses to comments IP-4-6 through IP-4-9, below, for the
responses to the individual Waterkeeper comments regarding those concerns.

1P-4-3

This comment summarizes Waterkeeper concerns regarding storm water runoff and
the mitigation plan. Please refer to the responses to comments IP-4-10 through IP-4-
14, below, for the responses to the individual Waterkeeper comments regarding those

COncCerns.

! Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not
provided.
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IP-4-4

This comment summarizes Waterkeeper concerns regarding cumulative impacts.
Please refer to the response to comment IP-4-15, below, for the response to the
Waterkeeper comments regarding that concem.

IP-4-5

Figure 1.1.1 shows the regional location of the MCP project as noted in the last
sentence in the first paragraph in Section 1, Introduction (page 1-1) in Chapter 1,
Proposed Project, in the Final EIR/EIS. The shaded area shows the general
geographic area that was considered for possible alignments of the MCP Build
Altemnatives. The northem boundary of that area was drawn specifically to avoid
placement of MCP facilities in the Lake Perris State Recreation Area and the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area. There was no intent to “....give greater weight to development
concemns...” in defining that geographic area. The southem boundary of that area was
drawn well to the south to include a large area for possible alignments; as a result,
areas proposed for land development are included within the boundary of the area that
was considered for the placement of MCP alignments. The selected study area does
not “give greater weight to development,” rather it reflects RCTC’s desire to avoid
impacting important recreation and natural resource areas.

An EIR’s definitions as to the project’s environmental setting and study area are
sufficient as long as they provide an informed comparison of preproject and
postproject conditions (Cadiz Land Company versus Rail Cycle, 83 Cal. App. 4th, 74,
87-91). Study areas for the different technical analyses were defined as appropriate
for each environmental parameter and are explained in Chapter 3.0, Existing Setting,
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation
Measures, starting on page 3.1-1 in the Final EIR/EIS. The study areas for the
individual environmental parameters described in Chapter 3 were defined to delineate
specific geographic areas within which the overall health of a resource and the
potential effects of the MCP on that resource could be assessed. For example, the
analysis of water quality provided in Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water
Runoff, in the Final EIR/EIS addresses potential effects within a larger study arca
than shown on Figure 1.1.1 based on the watersheds and groundwater basins in the

area.

As aresult, the analyses in the EIR/EIS considered worst-case effects for individual
environmental parameters, based on parameter-specific study areas, such that all
potential project effects related to a particular parameter were identified as
documented in the EIR/EIS. The analyses considered direct impacts on resources as
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well as the potential for indirect effects. For example, the biological resources
analyses in Section 3.17, Natural Communities, in the EIR/EIS, considered the
potential for indirect impacts for areas in/near Lake Perris State Recreation Area and
the San Jacinto Wildlife Area.

I1P-4-6

This comment summarizes Waterkeeper concerns regarding the Conceptual
Mitigation Plan, which was provided in Appendix P in the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Please note that the Conceptual Mitigation Plan has
been replaced in Appendix P in this Final EIR/EIS with the Habitat Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for USACE Jurisdictional Waters.

Please refer to the responses to comments IP-4-7 through IP-4-9, below, for the
response to the Waterkeeper comments regarding that concern.

IP-4-7

The heading for this comment reads “Where the Project Crosses the San Jacinto River
just west of Lake Perris, an Avoidance Alignment Could Provide for Preservation of
Wetlands Habitat.” However, the majority of the text in this comment discusses the
project effects on a 3.4 acres (ac) parcel in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area southeast of
Lake Perris and west of the San Jacinto River.

There are no wetlands on the 3.4-acre parcel in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area as
shown on Figure 3.18.1 in the Final EIR/EIS and Figure 4.6 in the Jurisdictional
Delineation and Assessment Report (December 2013). As a result, the response to this
comment focuses on issues related to the use of that 3.4 acres parcel in the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area by the MCP Build Alternatives and not on issues related to the
crossing of the San Jacinto River or wetlands. For information regarding the MCP
crossing of the San Jacinto River, please refer to Section 8.5.3, Master Response
Related to the San Jacinto River Bridge Base Case and Design Variation, on

page S-44, for discussion regarding the Base Case and Design Variation for the
bridges crossing the San Jacinto River under all three Build Alternatives.

Based on design refinements implemented after circulation of the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the 3.4-acre parcel in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area has
now been fully avoided by shifting the alignment of Alternative 9 Modified (the
preferred alternative) slightly to the south.

The originally considered Southern Avoidance Alternative was developed to avoid
the use of the 3.4-acre parcel in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. That avoidance
alternative would have resulted in increased effects on farmland and planned
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communities as discussed in Appendix B in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS. Since the circulation of that document, CDFW indicated that it would not
concur with a Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding or a Programmatic Evaluation with a
Net Benefit to the resource for the use of 3.4 acres of land from the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area by the MCP Build Alternatives. As a result, RCTC revisited and
refined the originally considered Southern Avoidance Alternative and included that
southern shift in the alignment in the MCP Build Alternatives as documented in this
Final EIR/EIS. Discussion of this design refinement is provided in Section 2.5.5,
Preferred Altemnative, in the Final EIR/EIS. In summary, these comments are not
applicable to the refined project becanse there are no wetlands on the previously
affected 3.4 acres of land in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area and the use of 3.4 acres of
land from the San Jacinto Wildlife Area is avoided by the refined MCP Build
Alternatives.

1P-4-8

This comment is correct in noting that in his October 27, 2011, email, J. Brandt
(CDFW) requested a 3:1 replacement ratio for land in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
used by the MCP Build Alternatives. Since that October 27, 2011, the project has
been realigned to avoid the 3.4-acre STWA parcel. Please refer to the response to
comment IP-4-7, above.

With regard to mitigation for impacts to State jurisdictional waters, the general
monitoring requirements are described in Measure WET-3, on page 3.18-46 in the
Final EIR/EIS. Specific monitoring requirements are detailed in the Habitat
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for USACE Jurisdictional Waters, provided
in Appendix P, Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for USACE Jurisdictional
Waters, in the Final EIR/EIS. The HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters is based
on the preferred alternative, which was not identified until after the circulation of the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The HMMP for USACE
Jurisdictional Waters details specific steps and methods to ensure that no net loss of
wetlands will occur as a result of the MCP project.

Those measures include on-site establishment of wetland and non-wetland waters to
provide compensatory mitigation for permanent impacts, including temporal loss of
these impact sites until the establishment of the mitigation sites. On-site mitigation
sites refer to mitigation areas located on or contiguous to the same parcels of land that
will be acquired by RCTC for construction of the MCP project. Table B in the-
HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters indicates the specific amounts of wetland
and non-wetland waters to be established as mitigation for the effects of the preferred
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alternative on these resources at three mitigation sites: Sanderson Avenue, Pico
Avenue, and Martin Street. The HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters includes
the following sections detailing the mitigation and monitoring that will be conducted

to address impacts of the preferred alternative on wetland and non-wetlands waters:

Section 1:
Section 2:

Section 3:

Section 4:

Section 5:

Section 6:

Section 7:

Section 8:

Section 9:

Section 10:

Section 11:

Introduction
Brief Description of Overall Project

Objectives (including Project Impacts to Aquatic Resources,
Compensatory Mitigation, How Mitigation will Address Aquatic
Resources Concerns of the Watershed)

Baseline Information for Impact Sites (including Topography and
Elevation; Waters of the U.S.; Historic and Existing Hydrology; Soil
Characteristics; Existing Vegetation; Historic, Existing, and Planned
Land Uses; and Functions and Values)

Baseline Information for Pico Avenue Mitigation Site (including
Topography and Elevation; Waters of the U.S.; Historic and Existing
Hydrology; Soil Characteristics; Existing Vegetation; Existing
Wildlife Usage; Historic, Existing, and Planned Land Uses; and
Existing and Proposed Functions and Values)

Baseline Information for Martin Street Mitigation Site (including same
subsections as the Pico Avenue Mitigation Site)

Baseline Information for Sanderson Avenue Mitigation Site (including
same subsections as the Pico Avenue Mitigation Site)

Site Selection Criteria and Determination of Credits (including
Watershed Overview, Landscape Setting and Position, Site-Specific
Information, and Determination of Credits)

Mitigation Work Plan (including Supervision, Inspection Schedule,
Pico Avenue Mitigation Site, Martin Street Mitigation Site, and
Sanderson Avenue Mitigation Site)

Maintenance Plan (including Inspection Schedule, Weed Control,
Erosion Control, Pest Control, Irrigation, Litter Removal, Pruning and
Leaf Litter Removal, Fertilizer, and Responsible Parties)

Ecological Performance Standards
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Section 12:  Monitoring Requirements (including Monitoring Schedule,
Documentation and Monitoring Reports, Agency Confirmation, and
Responsible Parties)

Section 13:  Site Protection and Long-Term Management Plan (including Site
Protection and Management, and Responsible Parties)

Section 14:  Adaptive Management Plan (including Adaptive Management and
Responsible Parties)

Section 15: Financial Assurance
Section 16: References

The last paragraph of this comment refers to the “...1ost functional value of the STWA
buffer zone wetland habitat.” Please note that there are no wetlands within the 3.4
acres of land that was originally anticipated be acquired from the San Jacinto Wildlife
Area. The only wetlands in the vicinity of the 3.4 acres parcel are in the vicinity of
the San Jacinto River. As noted above, the preferred altemative will no longer require
the acquisition of any land from the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. In addition, all United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and CDFW jurisdictional areas at the San
Jacinto River in the vicinity of Lake Perris will be spanned by bridges, with no
permanent impacts, as summarized in the fourth and fifth rows (San Jacinto River/
Lakeview Nuevo for the Base Case Alternative and the [STRB DV]) in the table titled
“Mid County Parkway —Summary of Bridge Descriptions and Avoidance of
Jurisdictional Areas” in Attachment D in Appendix I in the Final EIR/EIS. The
acreages of impacts to jurisdictional areas for the Base Case for each Build
Alternative are the same acreages of impacts as the STRB DV, which is conveyed in
the impact calculations for jurisdictional areas, including Tables 3.18.B (Impacts to
Wetlands and Other Jurisdictional Areas), 3.18.C (Permanent Impacts to USACE
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters by Drainage System), and 3.18.D
(Temporary Impacts to USACE Jurisdictional Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters by
Drainage System) on pages 3.18-16, 3.18-19, and 3.18-20, respectively, in the Final
EIR/EIS. Please refer also to the response to comment IP-4-7, above. To the extent
this comment is implying that 40 CFR Section 230.94 or 33 CFR Section 33.24 apply
under CEQA or NEPA, it should be noted that these regulations only apply under the
federal Clean Water Act (CWA), not to a solely State statute such as CEQA or under
NEPA. (Webster versus the United States Department of Agriculture [N.D. West
Virginia, June 13, 2011] 2011 United States District LEXIS 156004, *36-37 [noting
that these “detailed requirements” of the CWA are “...outside the scope of NEPA’s

mandates.”]).
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IP-4-9

Please note that this comment cites the San Jose River; the river in the MCP study
area is the San Jacinto River. This comment discusses the potential impacts to water
bodies at the proposed MCP interchange with the realigned State Route 79 (SR-79)
and mitigation for those effects. As noted in Table 5-2 on page 163 in the Supplement
to the MCP Natural Environment Study (December 2011) and Table 3.18.B, Impacts
to Wetland and Other Jurisdictional Areas, on page 3.18-16 in the Final EIR/EIS, the
impacts of the MCP Build Alteratives on wetlands and other jurisdictional areas
exclude impacts to jurisdictional areas that are within the MCP/SR-79 interchange
footprint, which are wholly attributable to the SR-79 Realignment Project (i.e.,
jurisdictional areas that will be impacted by the SR-79 Realignment Project prior to
construction of the MCP project and will be mitigated by the SR-79 Realignment
Project). This is part of the methodology assumption made in the 2008 Natural
Environment Study as well as during the development of the purpose and need for the
MCP project.

The environmental teams for the MCP and SR-79 projects have worked closely
together for a number of years to ensure that all impacts identified during analyses for
both projects are closely aligned and that the SR-79 Realignment Project assessed the
impact area for all of its impacts within the SR-79/MCP interchange. An email from
Carolyn Washburn at CH2MHill (SR-79 project consultant), to Tom Flahive (LSA
Associates, Inc. [LSA], MCP project consultant) on November 20, 2012, confirmed
that all impacts in the project impact area of that interchange are considered
permanent impacts. The impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional waters resulting from
the SR-79 project were considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts of the MCP
project (refer to the second full paragraph on page 3.25-45 of the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for the MCP project).

The Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79 Realignment Project was released for public review
on February 8, 2013. The MCP/SR-79 interchange is shown in Figure 2.2-27c,

Phase 3 SR-79 Construction Phasing, 20-Year Design Horizon, in that Draft EIR/EIS,
and all impacts to biological resources within the SR-79 footprint, including the
overlapping areas of the MCP project, are included in the project impact area for the
SR-~79 project, and all those impacts are disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS for that
project.

In summary, because the impacts to water bodies within the footprint of the MCP/
SR-79 interchange will be permanent impacts and will occur as a result of the SR-79
Realignment Project and prior to the construction of the MCP project, and these
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impacts have been considered in the cumulative impacts of the MCP project, no
further analysis for these water bodies is necessary for the MCP project. Based on the
Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79 realignment project (February 2013), impacts to
wetlands and other water resources will be mitigated as part of the SR-79 project

based on implementation of the following measures in that Draft EIR/EIS:

BIiO-34

WQ-1

WQ-4

WQ-5

BIO-28

BIO-29

BIO-30

BiO-31

BIO-32

BIO-33

IP-4-10

Mitigation of Impacts to Water Features (including drainage ditches
and seasonal wetlands) (page 3-521 in the Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79
realignment project)

Construction Best Management Practices in Compliance with Project
Planning and Design Guide (PPDG), Storm Water Management Plan
(SWMP), Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and
Standard Special Provisions (page 3-310 in the Draft EIR/EIS for the
SR-79 realignment project)

Treatment BMPs (page 3-312 in the Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79
realignment project)

Dewatering Permit (page 3-312 in the Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79
realignment project)

Environmentally Sensitive Area Fencing (page 3-517 in the Draft
EIR/EIS for the SR-79 realignment project)

Onsite and Offsite Drainage Facilities in the Project ROW (page 3-518
in the Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79 realignment project)

Maintenance of Constructed Storm Water Systems (page 3-518 in the
Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79 realignment project)

No Erodible Materials Deposited in Watercourses (page 3-518 in the
Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79 realignment project)

Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting (page 3-518 in the Draft EIR/EIS
for the SR-79 realignment project)

Modification of the Project Design to Construct a Gravity-Based
Surface Water Diversion System (page 3-518 in the Draft EIR/EIS for
the SR-79 realignment project)

This comment summarizes Waterkeeper concerns requesting additional analysis of

the proposed best management practices (BMPs). Please refer to the responses to
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comments [P-4-11 through IP-4-14, below, for the responses to the Waterkeeper
comments regarding that concern.

IP-4-11

The process for the selection and assessment of the proposed BMPs including
infiltration basins is documented in the Storm Water Data Report (SWDR, October
2011). The SWDR was prepared consistent with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Storm Water Quality Handbook: Project Planning and
Design Guide (PPDG) to implement the requirements of the Caltrans Statewide MS4
permit. The PPDG provides guidance on the process and procedures for evaluating
project scope and site conditions to determine the need for and feasibility of
incorporating BMPs into a project, and also provides design guidance for
incorporating those storm water quality controls into projects during the planning and
design phases. The results of that process for the MCP project were presented in the
Project Approval/Environmental Documentation (PA/ED) phase SWDR, which is the
technical report supporting the Water Quality Assessment Report (WQAR, August
2011). Detailed information regarding the BMP design concepts, such as location
selection and sizing, is provided in the Draft Preliminary Drainage Report (March
2011) and the SWDR.

The proposed locations for the basins were determined based on the highs and lows of
the engineered topography, and the sizing was determined based on the estimated
volume of water generated in that area and the footprint parameters of the basin. Each
basin is a subsidiary of these areas. The SWDR indicates these basins will infiltrate,
and were determined by approved Caltrans calculation methods. The drawdown rate
parameter used was 48-hours. The SWDR states indicates the depth to groundwater is
29 to 348-feet, which is well below established Caltrans separation parameters. Each
basin has an established water quality volume, so any overflow would be in excess of
that volume. Engineered overflow devices will be designed in the plans,
specifications, and estimates project phase. During the environmental project phase,
the SWDR was developed using the Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District Hydrology Manual (January 3, 2011) to determine the soil
conditions. The Caltrans software program used to calculate infiltration includes soil
amendment parameters to help increase infiltration.

The preliminary evaluation of the site soils is documented in the SWDR. Infiltration
of storm water runoff is the primary goal in the incorporation of BMPs as
documented in the SWDR. Based on the information for the BMPs available at this
time, and the Caltrans approved methods and calculations, the proposed BMPs are
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considered to be feasible. Measure WQ-3 on page 3.10-39 of the Final EIR/EIS
discusses how these BMPs will be developed and implemented in accordance with
the Calfrans Storm Water Management Plan and the Storm Water Quality
Handbooks, Project Planning and Design Guide. The proposed biofiltration basins (or
detention basins) will target pollutants of concern from transportation facilities to
ensure that water quality standards are not violated, resulting in a conclusion that
impacts to water quality would not be significant under CEQA.

The construction of State (Caltrans) highway facilities is regulated under the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, Statewide Storm Water
Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the State of California,
Department of Transportation Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003
(Caltrans MS4 Permit). The construction of local highways in Riverside County is
regulated under the NPDES Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for the
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the County of
Riverside, and the Incorporated Cities of Riverside County within the Santa Ana
Region (Order No. R8-2010-003, NPDES No. CAS618033 (Riverside County MS4
Permit). At this time, it is anticipated that Caltrans would be the owner/operator of the
MCP facility if it is a state highway and, as a result, the MCP Build Alternatives were
developed consistent with the Caltrans design guidelines. If the MCP is not adopted
as a state highway and is designated a local highway, the permit conditions of the
Riverside County MS4 permit, potentially including pretreatment requirements,
would apply to the MCP facility. In that event, during final design, the BMPs
included in the project would be refined to meet the requirements of the Riverside
County MS4 permit. Please see Measure WQ-3 on page 3.10-39 of the Final EIR/EIS.
Measure WQ-3 explains the process that will be followed to refine the BMPs
proposed in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS into the final BMPs
that will be developed during final design to ensure that water quality standards are
not violated.

The project design will comply with the requirements of the Caltrans MS4 Permit (or
the Riverside County MS4 Permit) and the PPDG. The Caltrans design gnidance for
infiltration basins includes consideration of pre-settling basins to increase infiltration
capacity. Regardless, the basins identified in the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS have sufficient capacity to treat the additional runoff
generated by the MCP project. The effectiveness of the BMPs was documented in
Tables 3.10.E through 3.10.J of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
which showed the net reduction in constituents of concern with implementation of the
BMPs including total suspended solids, phosphate, nitrate, copper, lead, and zinc.
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Table 3.10.L on page 3.10-34 lists specific sediment control BMPs that would be
implemented during construction of the MCP. The selection of BMP locations and
the BMP design are consistent with the requirements of the PPDG.

A preliminary evaluation of the site soils was conducted as documented in the
SWDR. The soil groups in the project area are primarily Group B and Group C.
Within the San Jacinto River the soil is classified as Group D. Group B soil is
considered to have good infiltration potential. Group C soils have low infiltration
rates, and Group D soils have very low infiltration rates. As the MCP project moves
forward, more tests, such as soil hydraulic conductivity, may be conducted to obtain
additional data for the BMP design. As noted above, based on the information for the
BMPs available at this time and the professional judgment of the design engineers,
and the fact that infiltration basins can be implemented wherever infiltration is greater
than 20 percent, the proposed BMPs are considered to be feasible.

The Caltrans design guidance for infiltration basins includes consideration of soil
amendments to increase infiltration capacity. As discussed on page 3.10-18 in the
Final EIR/EIS, ifit is determined during final design that soil conditions at the
location of a proposed BMP are not appropriate for infiltration, the proposed
infiltration basin at that location would be substituted with a detention basin.
Although detention basins do not remove the same range of pollutants as infiltration
basins, post-project conditions would be improved compared to existing conditions
because most runoff is currently untreated along Ramon Expressway and the BMPs
will treat runoff from the new impervious surface area as well as from part of the
existing pavement.

1P-4-12

As noted above and discussed on page 3.10-18 of the Final EIR/EIS, if it is
determined during final design that soil conditions at the location of a proposed BMP
are not appropriate for infiltration, the proposed infiltration basin at that location
would be substituted with a detention basin. Although detention basins do not remove
the same range of pollutants as infiltration basins, post-project conditions would be
improved compared to existing conditions because most runoff is currently untreated
along Ramona Expressway and the BMPs will treat runoff from the new impervious
surface area as well as from part of the existing pavement. A preliminary evaluation
of the site soils was conducted as documented in the SWDR. As noted above, the soil
groups in the study area are primarily from Group B and Group C. Within the San
Jacinto River the soil is classified as Group D. Group B soil is considered to have
good infiltration potential. Group C soils have low infiltration rates, and Group D
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soils have very low infiltration rates. Because infiltration basins would be
implemented wherever soil is appropriate (infiltration greater than 20 percent), and
the majority of the soils in the study area have good infiltration potential, it is
anticipated that infiltration basins will be feasible at most proposed BMP locations.
Based on the information from the SWDR for the BMPs available at this time, and
the Caltrans approved methods and calculations, the majority of the proposed
infiltration basins are considered to be feasible. Therefore, the replacement of a few
infiltration basins with detention basins would not substantially change the
conclusions in the Final EIR/EIS. The comment asserts that detention basins do not
treat storm water. However, detention basins are designed to target pollutants of
concern in storm water runoff, including total suspended solids, nutrients, particulate
metals, litter, and turbidity. Although detention basins do not specifically target
pathogens, as stated on page 3.10-31 in Section 3.10.3.1, pathogens are not a
constituent of concem from roadway facilities. As discussed in the California Project
Planning and Design Guide, sources of pathogens include animal droppings, illicit
sewer connections, and seepage from septic tanks. Because runoff in the project area
is currently untreated, post-project conditions would improve water quality compared
to existing conditions. Because infiltration basins can be implemented wherever
infiltration is greater than 20 percent, it is anticipated that the majority of the
infiltration basins will be feasible at the proposed BMP locations. However, if
infiltration basins are found to be infeasible, they will be replaced with detention
basins which also target pollutants of concem from roadway runoff. The design of
detention basins included in the MCP project, including drawdown rate, will comply
with the requirements of the Caltrans MS4 Permit and the PPDG and will be assigned
to target pollutants of concern from roadway runoff. Compliance with the drawdown
time requirement allows water to remain in the detention basin for a sufficient amount
of time to achieve pollutant removal. The BMPs will be sized based on the Santa Ana
Regional Water Quality Control Board sizing criteria of 0.20 inches per hour of
precipitation and the resulting runoff from the contributing drainage area. In addition,
the BMPs will be designed to include a bypass or an overflow device to convey peak
discharge from larger storm consistent with Section 861.3 of the Highway Design
Manual. The SWDR also discussed the feasibility of using sand filters, which was
eliminated due to potential insufficient hydraulic pressure. The current PPDG does
not require providing BMP treatment trains. Therefore, having a sand filter at the
outlet of the detention basins is not required, nor is it a requirement for a detention
basin to be feasible. In addition, the comment states that sand filters are necessary
because detention basins do not treat storm water runoff. However, as detailed in the
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Caltrans PPDG, detention basins are designed to target pollutants of concern from
highway runoff. Therefore, pretreatment with sand filters is not necessary to achieve
treatment of storm water runoff.

IP-4-13

The biofiltration swales identified for the MCP project are recommended as post-
construction treatment BMPs and not BMPs during construction. During
construction, the Construction Contractor will be required to implement construction
BMPs. The anticipated construction BMPs are summarized in Table 3.10.L,

page 3.10-34, in the Final EIR/EIS. As shown in that table, the anticipated
construction BMPs do not include biofiltration swales. A preliminary evaluation of
the site soils was conducted as documented in the SWDR. The soil groups in the
project area are primarily Group B and Group C. Within the San Jacinto River the soil
1s classified as Group D. Group B soil is considered to have good infiltration
potential. Group C soils have low infiltration rates, and Group D soils have very low
infiltration rates. The BMPs will be designed consistent with the requirements of the
most current PPDG, which does not require soil testing for installing bioswales
because they do not rely on infiltration for stormwater treatment.

1P-4-14

The final design of the MCP project will include the final design of the permanent
BMPs. Refer to the response to comment IP-4-11, above, and Measures WQ-1, WQ-
2, and WQ-3 (starting on page 3.10-36 in the Final EIR/EIS) for discussion regarding
the potential owners/operators of the MCP facility and which NPDES permits would
apply under Caltrans and RCTC as owners/operators. The funding for the
maintenance of BMPs will be the responsibility of the eventual owner of the MCP
facility.

The following was added as the last paragraph in Measure WQ-5 in Section 3.10,
Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, in the Final EIR/EIS related to long-term
maintenance and management of the permanent BMPs included in the MCP project:

“During final design of the MCP project and the permanent BMPs
included in the MCP project, the Project Engineer will develop a
maintenance manual to identify maintenance and management
tasks related to the permanent BMPs including how and when the
BMPs will be cleared of sediment and other material, and the long-
term maintenance of the required vegetation coverage within and
mmmediately adjacent to the BMPs. That manual will be consistent
with Caltrans SWMP and the procedures in the Storm Water
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Quality Handbooks, Project Planning and Design Guide for
implementing Design Pollution Prevention and Treatment BMPs.”

Based on the information for the BMPs available at this time, and the Caltrans
approved methods and calculations, the proposed BMPs are considered to be feasible.

IP-4-15

This comment suggests the cumulative impacts of all projects occurring in the San
Jacinto River Watershed must be considered as required by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The comment further notes that improvements
to three other regional thoroughfares (Cajalco Road, Interstate 215 [I-215], and
SR-79), the World Logistics Center, and other future commercial and residential
development would result in increased construction and traffic, and cumulative
impact to water quality and wetland health impacts in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area,
the San Jacinto River watershed, and the surrounding region.

As discussed on page 3.25-5 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS,
water quality was not a resource of concern for cumulative impact analysis because
all infrastructure and land development projects (including those listed in this
comment) must comply with NPDES requirements and implement BMPs. Measures
WQ-1 through WQ-2, starting on page 3.10-36 in the Final EIR/EIS, require
compliance with existing water quality permits during project construction and
operations. As discussed in the subsection titled “IX. Hydrology and Water Quality”
starting on page 4-60 in Chapter 4, California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation,
the MCP Build Alternatives would result in less than significant impacts with
implementation of those mitigation measures related to water quality under CEQA.
The subsection titled “Potentially Significant Impact (XVIILb) starting on page 4-121
in Chapter 4 indicates that the MCP Build Alternatives would not contribute to
cumulative adverse impacts under CEQA related to water quality.

Although a cumulative impacts analysis is required in an EIR, the discussion of
cumulative impacts in an EIR need not provide the same level and detail as is
provided for project-specific effects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(b)). A lead
agerncy is not required to provide evidence supporting every fact underlying the EIR’s
discussion of cumulative impacts nor is an exhaustive analysis required (4ssociation
of Irritated Residents versus County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal. App. 4th 1383, 1404).
The evaluation of cumulative impacts in an EIR need not be exhaustive and need only
provide such information as is necessary for informed decision-making. Consistent
with those requirements of CEQA, the Final EIR/EIS for the MCP project discusses
the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project for all environmental issues
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including traffic, water quality, and biological resources. The cumulative impact
analysis considered the cumulative projects shown on Figure 3.25.1 on page 3.25-7
and as discussed in Section 3.25.4, Identification of Cumulative Projects, on

page 3.25-16 in the Final EIR/EIS.

As discussed in the subsection titled “Water Quality” on page 3.25-13 in

Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS, .. the MCP project would
not result in adverse effects to water quality. Cumulative land use and transportation
projects would be required to comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) requirements and to implement water quality Best Management
Practices (BMPs) at the time of development and, therefore, would not contribute to a
cumulative adverse effect to water quality.” Furthermore, as noted in the subsection
titled “Hydrology and Floodplains” on page 3.25-6 (revisions shown in italics),
“...although the MCP project would encroach on floodplains, it would result in a
minimal change in the capacity of the San Jacinto River and the Perris Valley Storm
Drain to carry water. Cumulative land use and transportation projects would comply
with the San Jacinto River Area Drainage Plan (Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, 1987), as well as the applicable Riverside County and
Cities of Perris and San Jacinto General Plan safety policies to reduce flooding and
ensure the storm drain systems have sufficient capacity to accommodate any increase
in storm flows due to increased impervious surfaces and runoff. In addition, the local
Jurisdictions review all projects on a case-by-case basis to ensure that sufficient local
and regional drainage capacity is available. Therefore, the MCP project would not
contribute substantially to cumulative adverse effects related to hydrology and
floodplains.”

The subsection titled “Traffic and Transportation” on page 3.25-13 in Section 3.25
indicates that (revisions shown in italics) “...the MCP project would not result in
adverse effects to traffic circulation in the MCP study area, except for short-term
effects during construction. The MCP project would have a beneficial effect by
improving regional and local mobility. The analysis of future traffic conditions in the
2040 design year is a cumulative analysis in that it considers traffic generated by
Juture planned land uses and the effect of future planned transportation
improvements that were accounted for in the RIVTAM traffic noted in 2011, which is
when the traffic model was run. Of the transportation and land development projects
noted in this comment, only the World Logistics Center was not included in the MCP
traffic forecasts, because the NOP for the World Logistics Center development was
issued by the City of Moreno Valley in February 2012.” The transportation facilities
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included in the traffic modeling for the MCP project, based on the 2008 RTP, are
summarized in Table [P-4-1 for Opening Year 2020 and the Horizon Year 2040.

The Draft EIR for the World Logistics Center included the MCP facility in its
circulation system assumptions for the year 2022 traffic analyses with and without the
World Logistics Center. As discussed that traffic analysis, the World Logistics Center
would contribute to cumulative impacts on a number of freeway and road segments
and intersections/interchanges (with the MCP project included in the circulation
systemy), including some located in the MCP study area. Nonetheless, because the
MCP would have a beneficial effect on regional and local mobility, it would not
contribute to cumulative adverse traffic impacts even when the adverse effects of the
World Logistics Center are considered.

Cumulative analysis for biological resources, including impacts to wetlands, was also
discussed in Section 3.25 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in the last paragraph in
Section 3.25.5.8, Wetlands and Other Waters, on pg. 3.25-44, .. .the guidelines in the
Western Riverside County MSHCP include design criteria that avoid and minimize
impacts to sensitive habitats known to occur in the vicinity of planned development
and planned roadways, including riparian and riverine environments. Impacts to
wetlands and other waters would be reduced to less than significant levels under
CEQA due to the features incorporated into the MCP project that are provided
pursuant to the requirements of the MSHCP and the additional mitigation measures
included in the MSHCP EIR/EIS. The conclusions above are consistent with the
conclusions of the MSHCP EIR/EIS.” Furthermore, as noted in the last paragraph in
the subsection titled “Build Alternatives™ on page 3.25-48, “...the cumulative projects

Table IP-4-1 Mid County Parkway Traffic Analysis Regional Roadway Network Assumptions

Roadway' Limits 2020 Lane G.eomzetry 2040 Lane G‘eomsetry
Assumptions Assumptions
I-215 to SR-74 6 MF+ 2 HOV 6 MF + 2 HOV
I-15 SR-74 to SR-91 8 MF + 4 EXP 8 MF + 4 EXP
SR-91 to SR-60 8 MF+4 EXP 8 MF + 4 EXP
I-15 (Temecula) to Nuevo Road 6 MF' 6 MF
1-215 Nu(i}ziggdvtglg;) i 6 MF+2 HOV
SR-60 (Moreno Valley) 6 MF + 2 HOV? 6 MF +2 HOV'
to SR-91
SR-91 1215 t01-15 6 MF + 2 HOV 6 MF +2 HOV
1-15 to Orange County Line 10 MF + 4 EXP 10 MF + 4 EXP
1-10 to Gilman Springs Road 4 MF + EB Truck Lane 4 MF + EB Truck Lane
SR-60 Gilr;an §prings Road to 4 MF 4 MF
erris Boulevard
Perris Boulevard to I-215 4 MF+ 2 HOV 4 MF + 2 HOV
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Table IP-4-1 Mid County Parkway Traffic Analysis Regional Readway Network Assumptions

Roadway’

2020 Lane Geometry

2040 Lane Geometry

Limits Assumptions Assumptions®
SR-79 Dgg‘;‘:f‘;‘;ﬁi"g‘;“;zz;" 4 MF Expressway 4 MF
Add NB-WB, EB-SB Add NB-WB, EB-SB
I-15/SR-91 Interchange EB-NB, and SB-WB EB-NB, and SB-WB
EXP Connectors EXP Connectors
Cajalco Road 2150 1-15 4 MF (Arterial) 6 MF (Arterial)
CETAP Corridor 22150 1-15 Not included in network | Not included in network®
Corridor A I-215 to SR-241 4 EXP

Source Table 2-1 in the MCP Traffic Technical Report (2012).
All roadways are freeways except Cajalco Road and SR-79,

® Al 2020 assumptions are based on the SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, with amendments, except
as clarified below:

o The SCAG 2008 RTP indicates a lane geometry of 6 MF + 2 HOV from SR-60 to Nuevo Road by 2020,
but RCTC is planning to extend this improvement to beyond 2020.

e  Includes southbound truck lane south of University in addition to the lanes indicated.

e  For the MCP study, the SR-79 Realignment Project was assumed to include a four-lane expressway
from Domenigoni Parkway to Gilman Springs Road with grade-separated interchanges at Ramona
Expressway, SR-74/Florida Avenue, and Domenigoni Parkway based on RCTC’s carrent plans for

SR-79.

¥ All 2040 assumptions are based on SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, with amendments. Includes
southbound truck lane east of University in addition to the lanes indicated. The SCAG 2008 Regional
Transportation Plan includes implementation of a new limited access facility in the CETAP corridor between
I-15 and [-2135, but it was not assumed to be in place for the Mid County Parkway traffic study in order to
provide a conservative analysis.

EXP = Express Lanes (HOV/Toll)

HOV = High-Occupancy Vehicle Lanes

MF = Mixed Flow Lanes

shown in Figure 3.25.1, including the SR-79 Realignment Project, would be subject
to similar mitigation requirements as the MCP project. Because each cumulative

project would be required to replace impacted wetlands and nonwetland waters,

additional mitigation for cumulative effects of the MCP project is not warranted.”

Based on the cumulative analyses provided in the Final EIR/EIS and summarized

above, the level of detail in the cumulative impact analyses is sufficient to understand

the potential for cumulative impacts in the San Jacinto River Watershed, and the level

of detail included in that analysis is sufficient to comply with the requirements of

CEQA.

Please also refer to the response to comment IP-6-133 later in this report for a
detailed discussion of the potential effects of the World Logistics Center (based on
the February 2013 Draft EIR for that project) and analysis of whether the effects of
the World Logistics Center, when considered with the effects of the MCP and other
cumulative projects, would change the conclusions in the MCP EIR/EIS regarding the

potential of the MCP project to contribute to cumulative effects. Based on the
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analyses summarized in Table IP-6-133, the inclusion of the effects of the World
Logistics Center in the cumulative impacts analysis would not change the conclusions
in the MCP EIR/EIS regarding cumulative impacts related to consistency with local,
regional, and state plans; growth; farmlands/timberlands; community impacts/
relocations; traffic and circulation; visual/aesthetics; cultural resources; paleontology;
air quality; health risk; noise; natural communities; wetlands and other waters; plant
species; animal species; threatened and endangered species; and climate change.

1P-4-16

This comment summarizes Waterkeeper concerns described in detail in this comment
letter. Please refer to the responses to comments IP-4-2 through IP-4-15 for the
responses to the individual Waterkeeper comments regarding those concerns. With
regard to the request in this comment for RCTC to “...develop a more comprehensive
risk analysis and mitigation plan before the Final EIR/EIS is issued...,” the analysis
of impacts to the San Jacinto River watershed presented in this Final EIR/EIS
discloses the risks associated with construction and operation of the MCP project.
The mitigation plan for the project is presented in Appendix F, Environmental
Commitments Record, of this Final EIR/EIS.
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IP-5

EDWARD J. GOEPPINGER
5280 Stonewood Drive
Riverside, CA 92506-1558
Home Phone (951) 683-7627
March 26, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechitel, RCTC
P.O. Box 12008
Riverside, CA 92502

Subject: Comments on Mid County Parkway Project-Altemative #5
Dear Cathy,

The “Rider Street” option #5 impacts six lots of interest. In the following discussion I will
provide my reaction to the proposed Parkway for each property.

1. Ownership: Perris Business Park, LLC.

APN: 303 293 006; 303 293 005 constituting the prime 2.6 acre comer lot of the subdjvision with
major arterial traffic flow on Perris Blvd and Rider Streets. The costs of widening Rider and moving
electrical lines were enticements to gain a high visibility corner property. The proposed taking, in the
event Alternative 5 is favored, of these two properties is not contested. We only ask for the full
recognition of the value of these choice comer lots in your assessment.

APN: 303 275 037 is a remnant of the original subdivision and should be included with #1 above.

2. Ownership of Redir, LLC

APN: 303 130 021 is a 2.07 acre parcel fronting on Rider St. The proposed dead ending of Rider St.
and the elimination of a connection to Johnson Dr. makes the property undesirable and not capable of
supporting its original highest and best use. The City of Perris and the property owner to the north of this
property have tentatively agreed to vacate Monterey Lane, leaving the subject property without any
circulation.

APN: 303 130022 and 303 130 013 totaling [.53 acres fronts on Rider St. and is biseeted by
Redlands Blvd. These properties would be severely impacted by the loss of traffic foran
industrial/commercial property. Its use would be relegated to some form of outdoor storage or other use
not requiring easy customer access. With the loss of traffic on Rider Street, the awkward alignment of
Redlands Blvd. may not be necessary and the two lots could logically be joined together again. This
would restore Redlands Blvd. to its original alignment. The loss of Monterey Lane again impacts the

circulation and hence the usability of this property. The severely restricted use of lots on a dead-end \
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street must be recognized as a down zoning and a change in the highest and best use.

Your recoguition of these factors in your evaluation of the alternate alignments of the Mid
County Parkway will be appreciated. Let me know if you require further information about these
properties,

Very truly yours,

(ol o s rgee
Edward J. Zoeppinger, member

Perris Business Park, LLC
Redir, LLC

PBE:MIDCOUNTYPARKWAYRESPONSE
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This comment letter includes introductory and other information that does not raise
specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of this comment letter were not
bracketed, and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letter.
However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in this
comment letter and determined that the sections of this letter that were not bracketed
did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses.’

IP-5-1

As discussed on page 2-98 in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative
in the Final EIR/EIS, Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge
Design Vamnation was identified as the preferred alternative. The parcels discussed in
this comment letter are not within the anticipated right of way limits for Alternative 9
Modified and, therefore, would not be acquired for the MCP project. As a result, there
would be no project impacts to these parcels.

' Section 1508 8(a) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” As noted above, the parts of
comment letters that did not raise specific environmental issues are not bracketed
as individual comments and responses to those part of the comment letters are not

provided.
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Appendix S Responses to Comments
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